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CHAPTER 1

THE EDUCATIONAL COPERATIVE

Section I, Character of the Educational Cooperative

The Educational Cooperative Development Program was embedded in a neo-

mobilistic decision setting and operated via a decisjon model of planned

change. A neomobilistic decision setting is an attempt to get large change

in a low infomation field. A decision model of

mental sequencesequence including needs assessment, feasibility analysis, design and

engineering, field testing, and diffusion. The Educational Cooperativw

Develdpment Program attempted to generate a large change.in organizational

management structures of school systems from the vantage of a low informa-,

ction field. A product to attain this goal is the Educational Cooperative.' - .

Other decision settings and decision Models are involved. The indi,l.dual

Educational Cooperati es probably are in incremental decision settings and

operate via a decisioh model of disjointed Incrementalism, small change in

a low information field. The local school systemsmOst likely are repre-

sentative of homeomorphic decision settings and operate via a synoptic decision

model, with small change in a high information field. The Educational Coopera-I

tive Development Program involved action across these several levels of aggre-

gation in multiple decision settings and operated through several decision

models. Considerable complexity inhered in the program relative. to decision

isomorphism in.meaningful product development.

The principal aids of the organizational identity fostered in the Educa-

tional Cooperative was the character of a. social system with a mission as an

institutional educational change-agent. The Educational Cooperative was
- - ..... -

conceived as a purposive macro-system with an adaptive dynamism for the
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facilitation of school system renewal. The purposive macro-system is a

regional col1horation on the enhancement of systems decidability. Collab-

oration oh systems decidability evokes a, functional compatibility of value-
,

orientations, need-structures, resource mix, and adaptive rationality. .....

Adaptive systems rationality operates under positive sanctions of account-

ability and effectiveness. The facilitation of school system rene-wal

involves the Educational Cooperative as a model of administrative-ipracti-ces

in its systemsrationality such that-constituerits-realloCate reSOurces.

reflecting renewal.

The Character of the Educational Cooperative fostered by the Appalachia

Educational Laboratory is eyident in the objectives and specifications for

'Educational Cooperatives.

1. Objectives

a.. To make available for the participating districts cost-effective
educatio:ial programs and, services on a regional basis.

b. To serve as a model of administrative practices which will enable
participiting districts:

(1) to analyze educational problems and devise solutions in an
orderly,rational manner.

(2) to reallocate resources in order to achieve desirable edt.ca-
tional outcomes.

c. To bring resources of other organizations (particularly state
departments of education and institutions .of higher education)
to bear upon the problems of particinating-districts.

Specifications

a. Membership

(1) Membership in an Educatipnal Cooperative is composed of
contiguous school districts whose governing boards agree
to join in cooperative effort to attack commOn educatiohal
problems.

(2) Two types of membership are provided:



(a) Unitary members are those sch9o1 districts located
within a single planning and development district
as defined by an appropriate state agency.

(b) COntractual members are those school districts located

outside a planning and development district from which
the unitary members are located but which are invited
:to join the Cooperative.

.r

3

(3) Conditions of membership in the Cooperative are defined by the
board of directors of the Cooperative.

(4) The decision regarding the number of member districts to admit
to a Cooperative must take into consideration the size of the
geographic,-area-ta-driving time of no more th'an one hour from

the central location is recommended) and the -number of pupils
'enrolleld (no ,fewer than 20,000 or more than 60,000 is recom-

,

mended).

b. Governance

(1) .The.Cooperative is governed by a policy board .composed of the
superintendents of the participating school districts;

Representation on the board with.voting rights may be extended
to any agency or Organization which has .a legitimata,inerest
in the activities of the Cooperative.

(2) The policy board employs a director of the Cooperative who
serves as the board's executive.director.

(3) The director of the Cooperative has responsibility for the
following activities:

ta) To collect-and organize information about education
outputs of the participating school districts to enable.
the Cooperative board to establish educational priorities.'

(b) To recommend for board evaluation and action appropriate
programs to achieve goals specified by the board.

A

_
conduct comprehensive evaluation 'of each program

operated by the Cooperative.

(d) To assign and supervise all personnel involved in pro.,
4rams operated by the Cooperative and to coordinate
their activities.

(e): To prepareipolicies and regulations for the operation
of the Cooperative subject to approval of the board.

(f) To prepare and administer a budget for the Cooperative:



To recommend for board action all appropriate matters.
related to personnel administration.

(h) To establish-and maintain mutually beneficial relation-
ships with appropriate agencies and organizations:

(i) To monitor the environment for sources of finanbial
support for tbe Cooperative.

(j) To administer all facilities and equipment of the
Cooperative.'

c. Financing

(1) FinanCial support for Cooperative programs May be Solicited
froM any. legal soUrceof funds with approval of the board
of directors.

(2) In the event that the Cooperative-is not legally empowered
to act as its own fiscal agent, a member system performs
this function. '

(3) Local support of the Cooperative on a per pupil basis is
to be encouraged.

d. Services

(1) Programs selected for operation by the Cooperative should meet
the following criteria:

(a) The program shall be designed to meet previously identi-
fied educational needs within the planning and development
district.

(b) The prograM belongs at->a-criagLenal-levelof operation, by

reason of economies'of scale or is operated as a demon-
stration.

1 t

i(C) The program has reasonably good chances of continued
funding.

0) The prograrrle cost effective in comparison with alter- -

\
natives.

t.

(2) Membersschool,systems_may choose. to_participate_in any_or all
programs offered by the Cooperative.

-(3) The process of selecting and operating programs in the coop-
erative should adhere to the following sequence of events:

(a) Measure and assess education needs of the districts and
_Cooperative area.
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(b) Identify the rank priority.of deficiencies.

Set minimum acceptable standards for soliitions

(d) Specify desired outcomes.

(e) Search for alternative methods to achieve deSired
.Outcomes._

(f) 'Choose most promising acceptable method.

(q) Organize and im1ement program.

(h) Evaluate xesults of nevi program.

Section II. Process

1.* Problem-Sol:ving

5

The Educational Cooperative may be conceptualized 'as an ovganizational

algorithm for problem-solving, or decision-making; beyond the homeomorphic

,

constraints of the local district in the incrementalisti multi-distAlict

domain. -The. organizatiOnal algorithm includes needs assessment, planning,

programming, aneeValuation. Problems wHich are basically undecidable on the
. r

local level may be solvable on a regional level through this algorithmic

process.
, 7--

2. Needs Assessment

A needs.assessment addresses the adaptation of the school system --in its

external environment. Needs ,are the coenetic variables through which the

educational institution makes a viable interchange-with the environment.

0
/Needs are the basic alphabetic characters. of an aIgedoniemetalangUage of

' external politics providing completion from without and granting a9ceptance

which amounts to institutionalization of the system. The logical structure

of the needs, of an educational institution may be incomplete. Attention

to incompletability involves continual monitoring and upgrading of the need --

structure. Some external validity may be achieved.
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3. 4 Planning
r.

once a need structure has a funCtional closOte, the consistency coheivd-

ness, interdependency, coherence, land internal validity of future action must

be assured in order to achieve sat=isfaction relative to identified needs.

Pervasive objectivity and reliability are essentials for planned action.

Planning formulates an integration of action for goal-attainment on need-

4 ,
...,, 0

satisfaction; This integration is achieved throdgh setting priorities.and

standard; and generating alternative courses of action.

4. Programming

,_.

A need structure and plan a2t followed by a program elaborating a Chosen

alternative course of act on. Elaboration of the program through spedifi-i

cations compatible with standards is a design activity. 'Program maintenance

through kesource allocation and internal politics is-essential to implemen-

tation. The problem of programming is controllability;,that is, any system

state can be transforme4 to any 'final state in a finite time interval by

some control.

5. Evaluation J

Goal-attainment is the central-focus of eiraIulationThe unhealthy
.....

goal defocus and ambiguity of school systems are well knoWn. Perh-,s the,

ultrastability of educational institutions is a reflection on the credibility

of the algedonic metalanguage of its needs-structure as well as the relevance

of program. Criteria'of success enunciated in standards and specifications

must \be subjected to operationality to synthesize a judgment on effective-
,

ness which is/defensible. The basic problem of evaluation'is observability;

that is, an antecedent state can be determined from output-measurements in

a finite time interval.

r.

4
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Section III. Structure

A pattern supportive of the process of the Educational Cooperative may

be referred to as thu struci*.ure. The. structure includes policy making, a

management information system, personnel management, and business management.

Section IV. Produc'' Manuals

Procedures foi each of the major aspects of the pro-:ess and structure

were developed through field t-sting for diffusion to Cooperative consumers.

The diffusible products of the'E ucational Cooperative Levelopment Program

is the monogrApt The Educational ooperative. By-products included two

field test site Educational Cooperatives, and a methodology for institutional

assessment and evaluation included in this document. .

The monograph is a guide on organizational manac:ement for Educational

Cooperatives as institutional change-agents, facilitators Of qstem_renewali

by macro-dynamics. The monograph is not primarily an instructional package,

training material, nor self-teaching materials for administrators.

is to facilitate organizational learning, not individual learning.

learning is an intervening variable between learning states of the

The aim

Ihdividual

Cooperative,

1

and between the Cooperative and a-con-btituent;-achool sygtem.'-"The emphasis

is nomothetic-transactional, not idiographic-transactional.. The level is

Of course, the'institutional-organizational, not interpersonal-perSonal.

4.

administrator is the, mediator of effects.

a



CHAPTER 2

EVALUATION STRATEGY

Section I. General Strategy

The delineation, procurement, and proviSion of information relevant to

decisions is termed evaluation. The cooperative qua organization is a major

decision area. The purpose of this chapter is to suggest a meta-ltructure

or the delineatioAl procurement, and provision of information about the

cooperative qua organization.

Various schemata have been advocated for evaluation, for example, Cook

(1970), Provus (1971), Rudwick (1966), and Stufflebeam al.41971). The

general evaluation ,model for the cooperative has a theoretical basis in

organizational uncertainty (Stepp, 1974).

Anyevaluation needs to satisficertain critria for adequacy (Stuffle-
,

beam et al., 1971. These criteria cover scientific, practical, and

prudential-conditioStientific criteria include internal validity, exter-

nal validity, reliability, and objectivity. Practical criteria include

relevance, importance, scope, credibility, timeliness, and pervasiveness.

The prudential criterion is efficiency.

Implicit weights given to the criteria for evaluation reflect the

judgmental constraints of the host institution. A mix of uncertainties

bearing upon the situation of the given cooperative forge a test of wisdom

and art for the leaders.
.f;

Under these institutional constraints the evaluator must have a mature

sense of integrity and exercise independent judgment; the evaluator must

be able to interact with the decision-maker on substantive matters, but be

'able to detect and ,xeject any nuances, of cooptation. Likewise, the decision-

maker should extend to the evaluator the trust, faith_c_canfidence, and



essential autonomy to eytluate adequately; the decision-maker must be able

to interact with the evaluator on substantive matters, but reject any tempta-

tion to either dupe or coopt the evaluator. The principal evaluator would

be able to render better service from a position as an external conSultant.

Evaluation may be resolvable into two principal eMphases, namely, a

formative emphasis and a summative emphasis. Formative evaluation differs

from summative evaluation in being concerned more with transitdry (including

transient) conditions in contrast to terminal status, and in,an orientation

toward parts rather than wholes. The Educational Cooperative may be regarded

as an-ensemble of deAsion subsystems: (1) needs assessment, (1) planning,

(3) programming, (4) evaluation,'(5) policy-making, (6) information systems,

(7) personnel management, and (8) business manageMent. In the Aristotelian

vein these decision subsystems are the substance of which the specifications

are the form. Formative evaluation resolves decision subsystems from each
Y.

other and ddtermines the potency of each manual in doing its thing in the

ensemble-of-manuals. Summative evaluation involves a total view of the

ensemble-of-manuals in,a'dynaMic interplay to attain mission. Together

the formative-summative evalU'ation provides an:integrated, .fused, unified

perspective essential for an ensemble-of-manuals.

/
The control of a process to realize goal - attainment. is crucial to the

enterprise of the development of Educational CooperativeS, and this concept

is basic to cybernetics. The mapping of a policy on the manuals into a

realization of an ensemble designed a priori is a cybernetic system. A

cybernetic development system may have a model-referent for self-organization

which mapS a phenosetic policy and genotypic process into a phenotypic

realization; an ontogenetic discriminator, or comparator, may ,indicate any
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deviations from the model-referent to the phenogenetic policy-maker for
1.

iterative approximation. In terms of the Educational Cooperative, the

genotypes are the decision subsystems, and thephenotypes are the organiza-

tional variables accessible to observation. Formative evaluation includes

phenogenetic modeling aimed at the generation of policy on the genotypic

decision subsystems to converge the phenotypic realization toward the onto-

genetic model-referent of a designed Educational Cooperative. Formative

evaluation attends - -.to- the micro content and summative evaluation attends to

the macro content. This is similar to a figure-field Gestalt or a quantum-

field framework, that is, a part-whole perspective (Figure 1),.

Context!__.

Figure 1

Institutional Evaluation Model



Macro features attended to in summative modeling converge on the

designed model-referent for the cybernetio development system. The authen-

tication of realization as a manifestation of design is a central function

of summative modeling. The elaboratiun ofrealization requires positive

feedback to amplify deviation from the preceding state of the system

(Buckley, 1967); However, the question of congruence of realization with

design is a question of negative feedback, technical deficiency.

Section 11. Summative Evaluation

Summative evaluation is concerned with the integrated Educational-Coop-

orative, the eve*all effect on gross gauges de-emphasizin the decision

subsystems as entities. General summative evaluation incl s the authenti-'

cation of elaborated realization as the manifestation of design, without

bringing a decisi n subsystem into sham focus. This is comparable to

sampling the ammonia and giving feedback signals indicating the yield

and the rate of yield in the Haber process. Authentication of the' embodi-

ment of design in elaborated realization is a basic task of summative

evaluation. Confirmation of elaborated realization as an embodiment of

design would be a reserved authentication of the adaptive convergence

policy. Falsification of elaborated realization as an embodiment of design

would demonitrate a need for the modification of the formative convergence

policy.

An educational institution, as an assemblage of genotypic actions;, is

representable by states, a minimum set of numbers expressing the history of

th institution - past, present, and future. Of course, some states may be

inaccessible and not numericallydenotable in the present state of the art

of evaluation. However, ,a state-space of all numerically denotable



coordinate::: may be conceptualized for the multidimonsionalyhenotypes of.

realization' in institutional development.

1. State-nace Representation.

A state-space representation of the Educational C9operative takes the

form of Filiure,2. The application of a policy, P, to the state, of the

institutien, $, is mapped into the next state of the institution (S : P x S-+S).

12'

Also, the product of the policy-state interaction is mapped into the output

X , that is, W: P x If si C S , p P, and y C Yi then the mapping

functions may he given as vector matrix equations.

0 S AS +BE

(A): _Cs Ep

The change to the next state of the institution may be given by:

s(t) = c)(t, to) 5(t).

wherein 4);t, to) is the state transition, matrix.

Educational Development:
State-Space Representation
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2. Perfermance-Inde,i

Summative evaluation is fundamentally concerned with the performance

indx of the institution. The adaptike convergence.policy in conjunction'.

with existing institutional, states maps into a realization with some loss

relative to design. The performance indox,_jo(gotl, is a weighted Compos-

ite of terminal error, P, instantaneous error, Q, and cosN6f' control, R

(Ogata, 1967)

= s*(T)Ps(t) + ET s*(t)Qs(t)dt ET0 '2.*(t)R(t)E(t)df

The minimization of the performance inIdex-proVides a capability for

making the most expeditious transit along the system trajectory: that is,

the institution -can map a realization of phenotypes with the-least onto-

genetic departual stress from the-model-referent of design. Thus, a minimal

randomness and a maximum negentropy is attainable with reduced error and

diminished cost.

The' mapping, qf realization must be a computable function. that is, a

Q
finite number of operational actions based on policy must ensile in the

phenotypic targets. For each suof the realization space for which a

criterion for satisfaction is to be pre4ribed, a characteristic computable

function must be evaluated which iS'denotative of acceptance or rejection.

A set for which a characteristic computable function, exists is a decidable

set; otherwise the set is undecidable. Summative variety in the evaluation

of. the Educational Cooperative is to be decidable sets with characteristic

computable functions for the mapping of the conjunction of adaptive conver-

gence policy and institutional states into next-states and output yield.

The variety space must be capable of regarding the realizations of

several Educational Cooperatives as homomorphic cases of each other and

with the model-referent of design. That is, the model-basis must be



. representative of all Educational

to institutional state variables,

variety.

Seátion.I

Cooperatives, whatsoever

cont.ol policy variates,

I.' Formative Evaluation

1. Adaptive Convergence Policy

, with respoct

and output

14

Formative evaluation may Nell be said to be concerned 'with the contin-

uing Modification of policy on the microcosm of manuals and their implemen-

tation to yield desired resUlts. Tha formative focus is upon the manual

implementation first, and upon the Cooperative ensemble only as a target

status. This is comparable to planning the changing of the temperature,

and pre'sure to shift the equilibrium in a chemical reaction, such as the

Haber process in generating ammonia, from hydrogen and nitrogen.

The e'aboration of realization is a morphogenetic transitionr.the

actualization of design,, and more than a terminal congruence. The actuali-

zation' df-design-thToUgh the elaboration of-realization from micro units,

or manuals, is formative convergence. The elaboration, of realization is

a self-organizing embodiment of the decision subsystem and implied inter-

relationships. Self-organizing embodiment is attained through the encoding

of an adaptive policy on the convergence of realization upon the deigned
.."

model-referent. An adaptive convergence policy is the focal, proximate

target of formative evaluation.

Policy change is induced by the corruption of phenotypic realization,

degradation in performance, and entropic degeneration.. The finite game

formative convergence, in terms of the states and outputs of the institu

,

involves hunting in a parallel search through the repertoire of the multi-

variate weights of possible moves to stabilize the istitutional mapping.
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Stabilization precludes the, dissipation of scarce resources and a movement

of the operational trajectory beyond the boundaries of a feasible universe.

Lipunov's second method for stability analysis is a germinal prospect for

application to this problem (Lipunov, 1966; Ogata, 1967; Schultz and Mels6T

1967). Once stabilization is attained, the'satisfaction of system goals

may be pursued (Messarovic, 1970); In some instances it may be possible t

optimise yield, for example, in .reallocation of resources, by zIpplying. the

methodolOgy, of optimal adaptive control systmes (Bellman, 1961; Aoki, 1967;

:oenig, 1067; aemach, 1.969}.

2. Formative Search

A test of translational loss, a discrepancy between level of aspira-

tion and expected value of reward, is made relative to minimum standards and

'program specifications. March and Simon's (1959) general model of adaptive

motivated behavior leads to several propositions on Cooperative system-lempl

1. The less satisfaction, S,.(on standards and goals or speci-

-fications): the greater the search, LI for solution.

2. The greater the search, L, for solution; the higher the ex-
pected value of reward, E (Y) .

3.' The higher the expected value of reward; the greater the
satisfaction.

4. The higher the level of aspirationyYg; the less the- satin --

faction.

The higher the expected value of reward; the higher the level
of aspiration.

6. A constant level of aspiration implies a stable equilibrium
with level of aspiration exceeding expected value of reward.

7 -A-constant expected value of reward implies a search directly
proportional to the expected value of reward.
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8. The equality a of aspiration and the expected value
of reward implies a threshold or residual search.

9. The equality of satisfaction with a certain mUlt!.ple (or
fraction) of the. residual search rate implies a cessation
of search,

L I

Section IV. Summative-Vormative Contrast

A conceptual model of educational development has.been synthesized

17

which is based upon self-organizing cybernetic systems. Predicated in the

self-organizing system is the elaboration of realization in accord with an

adaptive policy of convergeace toward a designed model-referent. Continuing

scrutiny of the need for the adaptation of the policy of convergentelabora-

tion of realization is the function of formative evaluation. The modeling

of elaborated real'tcation as an eMbddiment-of 'design iCsummative evalua-

tion. Confirmation of elaborated realization as an embodiment of deL:gn

would be strong support for the authentication of the adaptive convergence

policyl Falsification of elaborated realization ss an emboament of design

would demonstrate a need to adapt the'convergence policy.

It would be good .to expect a convergence in the formative and summative

models, but, as with experimental research on complex gases, an empirical

lack of fit may become evident between the formative analogue and the

summativeealiza4on.

For simple particulate ensembles the idealization by the macro-model

was fitted perfectly by the micro-model. However,-complex particulate

ensembles were modeled better by the micro view than by the macro view,

Nevertheless, the institutional state-space S, the formative conver-

gence policy, P, and the realization, R, should be relatable by mapping

functions 6: P x S and w: P x S Y, for,next-state, S, and output

yield,' Y. The entire model is that of institutional automata (P,8,R,O,W).

I.
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The,institution«±autoMat have, a capability for self-organization

through a self-renewing, adaptive planning and evaluation. Local school

districts become caught up in their on sinks of derision networks under

the constraints of context, and expediencies to tie extent that the

(P,S,RT )'constitute situations of undecidability. The'Educational Coop-

erative proNiides unfreeZing of language, injects a transcending meta-

,

language,. and.generates a new range of decidability in the problem solving,

coring behav31r of the school systems;.._. The local districts, will attain a

stronger autogenetic posture as self-organizing automata in the hierarchical,

multilevel institutional framework of education.

Autogenetic educational institutions confronted with undecidability may

enrichen their variety by the 'appropriation of specialties as black boxes

of metalogic for effective completion-from-without (Beer, 1959). The Educe-

.

tional COoperative is an instrument for mutual symbiotic completion-from-

without.with respect to the misfortunate sinks of system status and per-

formance which-reflect Undecidability induced principally by the Appa-

lachian environmOnt:(including subcultural influences).,

1. Formative-Summative Contrast

The formative and summative emphases in evaluation may be elucidated by

a tabular presentation of aspects and emphases, Table 1.
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Table'1

Formative-Summative Contrast

'19

Aspect

Aim

Emphasis

Scope

Locus,

Mode of operation

Decision points

User

Formative
Emphasis-

Summative

Tactics, specifications

Technical efficiency

Fractional's:if-dm.
structure micro-,
processes

Internal

Negative feedback
0

Real-time

Producer (Consumer)

Strategy, objectives.

Theoretical adequacy.

Holistic, supra - structure

macro-processes

External

Positive feedback

Discrete-time

Consumer (Producer)'

O
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;CHAPTER;

THEORETICAL ADEQUACY
r.

Section I. Ordered Concerns

The evaluation of th,e, Educational cooperative involves at least three

ordered concerns: theoretical addtluacy, congruence, and program-effective-

npss.

Theoretical inad6quacy isthe selection of an inappropriate strategy..

A girategy,isa, repertoire of-variety and manipulations to influence payoff

ce

in'a contest for stakei with an opponent 'Ashby,' 1956), iri the sense of

cybernetics. A,strategy,may include extraneous variety or exclude rpleVant

. .

variety and be. characterized by-theoretical inaaeqUacy. The,case of extra-

neous variety is a lack of parsimony a redundancy not preventive,of stra-
f.

tegic validity. Strategic validity is the extent to which the transmitted

"influence of variety is the intended influence. The exclusion of relevant

variety from a strategy may prevent strategic validity from beinattained.

Section*II. Requisite Variety for System Decisions

Theoretical inadequacy is crucial and justifiea an intensive search

to precldde a premature closure on criterion variety, elements of satis-

faction with realization in reference to the design model. Ashby's principle

Of requisite variety states that variety can be driven down Only by variety

in the control or regulator (Ashby, 1956). Haberstroh (1965) has given

this principle high recommendation for organizational design. The con-

trol of,realizdtion requires a repertory of variety large enough to squelch

noises and disturbances.
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An autogenetic, self-organiAng.institutiona/ siter may be subjectable

to undecidalility through improper attention to requisite variety. For the

Educational cooperatiT this could be tantamount to forfeiture of the

completion-frOm-witho4 which is so crucial to the metalogic of the morpho-

genesis of AppalachianII scheol systems. The variety must be permissive of

mappings of characteristic computable functions translating micro policy

and the states of Educational Cooperative into macro realization.

The universe of decisions includes four subsets: planning,

structuring-Timplementation, andrecycring. These system decisions are
,

gneeraliLable across all decision subsystems of the Educational Cooperative.

x: Planning Decisions

The formulation of objectives constitutes a system decision subset.

relative to the operation of each decision subsystem. The define tion,

gathering,'and providing of information to fund planning decipion is context

evaluation. This information pertains to intended ends of the decision sub-

system The principal issue is qncompletedness requiring strat4tiCShifts

in the goal-structure of the design. (.A, functional closure may be certified to

be emboided in the design as well as engender a repertoire of strategic_shifts.

2. Structuring Decisions

System decisions on each deciiion subsystem pertaining toy intended

means are to be made. The fundametital concern of a strering decd sion is,

the design. The principal issue is consistency, and the modality of informa-
1

tion is input evaluation.'

3.. Implementation Decisions

Means and actual effects are' coupled in system decisions on the

decision subsystems: Concern is for Program operations. ;,The delineation,



gathering, and providing information to fund implementation decisions per-,

taining to each of the dedision subsystems is process evaluation. The

principal issue is controllability; that is, the problem is the manipulation

of states to generate a transition sequence to create consequent target states.

4.. Recycling Decisions

1
,

1 Recycling decisions on the decision subsystems of the Educational

Cooperative constitute a congruence judgment between actual relization and

ends, that is between consequent and coWsummatory states. The delineation;

gethering, and providing of information pertaining to recyCling decisions

is product evaluation. The.principal issue is observability; that is, ti:e

problem is the identification of antecedent states from an observation of

outputs over a 'finite ,t.me,, nterval.

5. Criterion Model

Technical deficiency is_incongruence between design and-realization.
o

Design incorporates desirable features into a model, a prepresentation of

desired existence. Elaborated realization is the actual existence attained

in continuous reference to the correspondent design model. .A design Tor.

the Educational Cooperative includes descriptive and performance constraints,

or debigned syntality and designed synergy, respectively. Syntality is the

set of ensemblecharacteristics for a group or organization, such as an

Educational Cooperative. 'Synergy is the subset of syntality encompassing

dynamic features of the-ensemble. Realizei syntality of an Educational Co-

operative may be discrepant from modeled syntality: inclusion, control,

fiscal investment, Cooperative rationality, and regionality. Realized

synergy-of an Educational Cooperative may not sufficiently reflect modeled
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\-1synergy: program ceSt-effective ess, local rationality, resource real-

location, and resourcefulness.

Criterion properties are those characteristics of a thing with suf-

ficient import to be used for judgmental anchors of satisfaetionr and

they may be constituted as complex aggregates of more atomistic components.

A criterion property may be an attribute, present or absent, devoid of

decomposable elements. On the other and, a criterion proprty may be a

scalable compound representable by the degree and extent of its presence.

Criterion properties underwrite the specifications of an Educational Coop -

native, and evaluation is consequential to the primitive concept of a

basis for satisfaction (Hemphill, 1967} relati "e to'such propgrties.

Malcolm Provus (1970)'has defined a criterion model as "that ideal

view of the world or Some minute aspect of the world that man employs to

understaild, explore, or shape. hiss'real* world.", A domain OT"releliant

.variables is mapped for realization: Attributes and variables conceptualize

the presence and extent of characterization of entities by properties.

Properties with a significant-basis for satisfaction with existence or

degree of presence are designated criterion variables and attributes

(Horst, 1965).

The elaboration of a criterion model involve,; the identification and

designation of variety as the bearers of relevant information of social

significance. A generalized classification of variety, attributive and

variable, has been described by Dubin (190) . Dubin (19A9) has defined the

following types of units: enumerative, associative, relational, statistical,

summative, and complex.

The acceptance of variables and attributes (properties) as relevent

facets of a criterion model must consider the scales of measurement (Stevens,
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1959) as well as the property as a concept (or unit) per se. Stevens set

down four basic scales for four. basic empirical operations, viz: nominal,

ordinal, .interval, and ratio.

An Educational Cooperative,, as a complex entity, has numerous properties.

Thole properties essential to the elaborated realization of the Educational

'Cooperative have been given in the form of specifications. Actually, the

specifications demarcate the boundaries of the domain of a relevant cri-

terion model. In other terms, specifications invest selected properties

with relevant importance in the idealization of the "real" world.

Any technical deficiency for anvariable would,be demonstrative of

stress in elaborated realization. Such demonstrated stress would ensue in.

the modification of the adaptive policy on convergenceloward the given

design model-referent to relieve such stress and assure a greater embodi-

ment of design in elaborated realization. Falsification of the embodiment

of design in elaborated realization as a demonstration of stress, a tech-

nical deficiency, should .trigger a coping. behavior directed at formative

convergence. An ultimate caseofsummative- modeling wouldbe a thorough

authentication of the embodiment of design in elaborated realization within

the criterion thresholds and.sensitivitieson satisfaction. Tn this resepct,

sumniative evaluation encompasses a continuing concern-with the'formative

interface of ;modifying the policy of converging realization toward design,

and is not'a. distant penultimate requiem. Authentication of aspects of the

realization take place, for example, relative to inclusion as a cri-

teion variable, along the trajectory of elaboration near the origin,

whereas, with regard to Another channel of variety, authentication may not

be conceivable except at the terminal of the trajectory.
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Criterion variety must be capable of strategic validity despite noisy

disturbers. Criterion variables have direct, noisy disturbances referred

to as contingency variables. The dismissal of relevant variety from selected

strategy may reduce strategic validity, especially in a prescriptive con-

striction on'criterion variety and, arbitrary nullification of contingency

effects. Any independent operational indicators of criterion variables

have noisy disturbers called suppressors, and they deserve some considera-
,

tioh,Figure 4.

Embedding, operating, and testing an organization is a complex enter-

prise and could demand a complex variety to achieve meaningful evidence of

the effect of design.. Requisite variety, with strategic validity, is critical

to the evaluation of the Educational Cooperative. Theoretical inadequacy is

conceivable in such a complex enterprise. If the Educational Cooperative

can fail, even so can the evaluative effort fail. A premature closure on

criterion variety could lead to theoretical inadequacy and worse--a theore-

tical inadequacy to cope with theoretical inadequacy.

Disturbers should be ignored in an early evaluative effort, Figure 5.

In the event that technical deficiency or theoretical iladequacy become,

evident 1n the development of Educational Cooperatives,criterion variety

may be reexamined with respect to strategic validity. This is what might be

construed as a reserved closure on criterion

values, personal constructs, arid risk-taking

variety. Lccordingly, attitudes

behavior, and other such disturber

variables are to be ignored in the early evaluation of the Educational Co-

operative, especially as accentuated fundaments.

6. Varietillm

A set of correspondences between classes of variety and organizational

levels establishes a map for facet analysis. 'Conceptualization of the
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Criterion
Variety

9

Criterion
Variables

Contingency
Variables

1

Figure 4

Criterion Variety .

Criterion
Variety

Criterion
Variables

Operational
Indicators

Figure 5

Predictor
Variables

Suppressor Operational

Variables Indicators

Operational Indicators
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evaluation model allows sufficient specificity of criterion variables and

operational indicators in their correspondences with activity events and

28

tasks, respectively, to allow for state minimalization. Criterion variables

represent the product decision satisfaction - controls and the operational

indicators are the actionable, manipulatable metrics under constant search

by formative evaluation.

Organization

Program

component

Activity Event

Task

Option

Generality

Specificity

Figure 6

Objective

Specification

Criterion Variable

Operational Indicator

Noise

Organizational Design Correspondence
Generality-Specificity Continuum
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Section V. Information Universe

t. Model-Theoretic Basis

The information universe for'system decisions includes four'subsets,

namely, incompletednessi consistency, controllability, and observability.

A model-theoretic basis for submodQ1 construction in organizational

management systems design for educational enterprises is a framework for

the elaboration of information bsystems crucial to goal-attainment. Sub-
.

stantiVe variety, uncertainty, redundancy, linkage configuration, state

transitions, and reliability are elementary to the construction of sub-
,

_mpOels for the organizational nanagement system of the field test to enable

school superintendents to cope with multi-district problems (for example,

needs assessment, planning, curriculum programming, evaluation). A model-

theoretic basis for submodel construction enhances the likelihood,of the

adequacy of the development of organizational management.

A model-theoretic basis for submodel construction in organizational

management systems design is the minimal dimensionality of substantive

requisite variety crucial for the adequacy of the representation of sub-

1 ca

systems of the referenT enterprise.. Substantive requisite variety is

distributed in four subspaces of incompletability, consistency, controlla-

bility, and observability.. Organizational management submodels concep-

tualize elements, relationships, uncertainties, redundancy, linkage con-

figurations, state transitions, and systems reliability in these subspaces.

.The organizational management system design elaborates a process and

structure for a viable regional educational agency. The process is a

problem solving algorithm: needs assessment, planning, programming, and
-

evaluation. The structure is a persisting pattern fundamentally supportive
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of the process: information systems, policy making, personnel management,

business management, and institutional relations. An intensive evaluation

design for thefield test must include special submodel construction to

conceptualiz Elubstantiva variety in terms of criterion variables, operational-
'!

indicators, and aceeptcnee levels. Process and structure.submodels are to

0
be constructed with refdrence to the model-theoretic basis (in mutual trans-

actional develOpment).

The problem solving process of the organizational management system Vas

partitioned into a linear sequence of needs assessment, planning, programming,

and 'evaluation. An information-theoretic .conceptualization of this channel,

in terms of uncertaintiesland reliabilities, underscores umltiplexing redun-

dancy in organizational management. Problem-channel capacity of an organi-
.

zational management system is ,W be well defined wIth appropriate substan-

tive variety. Submodel construction elaborates requisite systems design
a..

reliability cpr. satisficing institutional attainment of objectives. Error

in institutional attainment is subject tobeing made arbitrarily small via

redundancy. A specific result of submodel construction is the representation

of specific redundancies to increase institutional reliability and reduce

uncertainty.

2. Well-Defined Correspondences

A model-theoretic basis for submodel construction in organizational

management systems design is well defined in the following correspondences.

a. Incompletedness: adaptation, context evaluation, and planning

decisions'.

b. Consistency: integration, input 'evaluation, and structuring

decisions.

c. Controllability: pattern-maintenance, process evaluation, and

implementation decisions.
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d. lObservability: goal-attainment, product evaluation, and recycling
\decisions.

A well defined model-theoretic basis is a learning strategy. Well

defined submodels represent the nodal-dominance redundancies and uncer-

tainties of the linkage distribution of organizational management crucial

to institutional goal-attainment. Alternative submodels of organizational

management for planned change in edUeational enterprises may be constructed

P

with a model-theoretic basis for an information field,

Incompletedness Information. Incompletedness encompasses the reflection

of a logic upori itself to disclose an 4nadequate closure. A crack in the

wall of the autonomous composure of a predicate calculus for actibn is

persuasive of justifiable permeability or completion from without. The

universe of criterion variables in the design calculus is subject to

strategy shifting: elimination, combinationctransfer, modification, and

simplification. Operational indicators are charoterized by the same reser-

vations: tactical'shifting (appropriate for formative evaluation). Accep-

tability levels for product decisions concern channel capacity and boundary

shifting. A fundamental product decision based upon incompletedness infor-

A.

mation is in terms of a ce'erion of maturity. What conditions and circum-

stances emit the predication of a "mature Educational Laboratory" or "mature

Educational Cooperative?"

consistency Information.- The integration of subsystems and the co-

herence of design is attended to in criterion redundancy, multiplexing

indicators, and reliability of criterion levels for product decisions.

Controllability Information. The manipulation of state-transition

sequences, or next-state mappings is consequent upon product decisions

based upon information about implication, connectedness, and transformation.
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Such information is designated controllability information. The operational

indicators, subject to formative search and manipulation, may be principal

shapers, preventers, and encodable affecters. 'A manipulatable indicator,

may have an impulse-response functibn relative to its including criterion

subsYstm, and this impulse-response controllability information may.reduce_

the uncertainty attendant to a product decision. Acceptability levels on

criterion variables involve the performance indei relating terminal error,

instantaneous error,- and control cost; satisficing boundaries (or optimizing

'maxima); and ambiguity. -Anbiguity is' the uncertainty of the output given

the input.

212.1911212111.ty.. Observability information is delineated, gathered,'and

provided 'in product evaluation to make product decisions The decipherable

'operationality of'driterion.yariables is.a matter of A. criterion

construct must be subject to ascertainment. A criterion event must be

witnessable. Antecedent states must be inferable from a finite output

sample. Operational indicators must have decodable effects to subierve

fault assignment in convergence policies. 'Acceptability level6 for_criteria

of success would include attention to fail-sale and equivocation. Fail-

safe ensures safety due to warning system tailure. Equivocation is uncer-

tainty of input given the output.

.01

11
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CHAPTER 4

METHODOLOGICAL, ADEQUACY
-

Section I. Instrumentation

Instrumentation is the invention or. adaptation and utilization of

devices to enable delineated information to be gathered. System decisions

on the decision'subsystems of the Educational-Cooperative may require in-
,

formation on the adequacy, readability, ancldesirability Of content. Also,

the information could appertain to existence, desirability, and probability

measures to states of the Educationial Cooperative consequent to the'operation

of the decizion subsystems.

The instruments slioula provide for content validity, have parallel forms

whenever possible ,and have concurrent measures if practical in the state

of art. Content validity should receive consensual certification on

functional,readinets from the Cooperative, staff, the evaluator, and expert
ll

consultants. Parallel forms should be veloped after the first application
fil

of the instrumentation. Concurrent measures should be Considered upon re-
,

commendation by consultants or staff. The instrumentation should gather

information adequate for system decisions on the decision subsystems structure

and process of the Educational.Cooperative. A preliminary set of such in-

struments is provided in the appendices.

1. Mundane Existence

Current knowledge of the CooperaLve, as gleaned through field activities,

is'pparently npt refined to the extent necessary to be able .to firmly state,

standards and-levels of criterion.variables and operational indicators except

highly tentative trivial' thresholds. Systematic observation of proposed
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criterion variables and operational indicators to confirm existence appears

to be a promising avdnue to prime successive a proximation, to meaningful

standards wieth'reserved closures and revisions. One of the earliest con-

ceins of .a mathematician, for example,

Central to the legtimatiori,of further

evaluation on the field test should be

is the proof of an existence theorem

conceptualization. The first pass of

proof of,existence in terms of presence

evidenced throug- criterion variables and operational indicators.

existence-problem-0f poss ible

The basic

inferences, elicit

-implications, and, seek clarification contributing to discovery of acceptable

threshold leVels,of'satisfaction. There is an x as an element of the Cooperative,

C, such, that ylf(x); that islx(yr4(x)/ x c C).

An aspect of the pursuit of a confirmation of existence as the first

pass in the evaluation effort is the status of the decision subsystems detail-

ing structure and process. Those decision subsystems suggest implicitly that

closure on criterion variables and operational measures must be 'extremely

cautious broad strokes. Conceptual clarifications and refinement in the

development of the decision subsystems establish the details of operational

indicators of the criterion variables. For example, in the planning subsystems

the "setting of prlorities . calls for behavioral detail which is crucial to

operationalizing the indicators for the criterion of rationality.

An increase in the level of complexity is suggested in reference to

. Stufflebeam, et al..(1971, P. 69i:

"Evaluation systems to support neomobilistic decision making
usually are ad hoc, non rigorous investigations in the early
stages oflthe change effort. A premium is placed upon crea-
tivity, and the studies are often exploratory and heuristic

in nature. However, in later stages of the neomobilistic
change effort rigor becomes the sine qua non."

In other terms for the evaluation of the Educational Cooperative a

loose nearly mundane fieldreseatch stance is necessary. The tone of
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neomobilistic planned change one octave higher than mundane research satisfices

with the existence of events and activities included in design.

2. Multiplexing Variety

The first evaluation must include the ontological divergence of variety

from some transformation may distill a viable criterion model of the Educational

Cooperative which will be reflected in .a morphogenetic formative development in

Cooperatives and strategic shifts in design.

Initial efforts to attain an evaluative capability for the Educational

Cooperative,would define.a minimal basis for satisfaction with elaborated

realization as the embodiment of design. The satisfaction gauges are criterion

variables. The criterion variables are comparable to factors in a multivariate

space. Each criterion variable is an information channel multiplexed by the'

variety of a subset of themultivariate space.. Factor analytic techniques com-

mence with variety space and delineate the. multiplexed channels of.the factors.

The criterion variables are the multiplexed channels of satisfaction, and the

approach is the revers,dof the factor analytic technique: an expanded variety
. ,

Subspace is sought out for the criterion variables to generate a variety universe

for-authentication of realization. \\

The variety multiplexing criterion variables is,to be operationalized.

Operational detail in the primal phase of the confirmation of-existence would

be a limited behavioral prescription for the evaluator, with identification,

categorization, enumeration, and rudimentary quantification very obvious. As

the.evaluation of the Cooperative structure' and process developeS, behavioral

detail ,of the Cboperative would be incorporated into the bperationalization of

indicators of the criterion variables This is an aspect of successive

appf.oximatir- to an appropriate universe of summative variety for the evaluation

of the Cooperative.

fv,

4,

.1



3. Operationality

Operationalization must be based on observable evidence--existing,

available, and accessible. Equally competent evaluators should be able to

observe the evidence in reproducib(eand recurrent inspections. Written

38

documentation, records of commUnication, transactions and agreements, would,

for example, take formal precedence as a general rule over verbal information..

The level of formal evidence to.bo demaided for operational indicatcssl-snould
.

not be expected to be more than what would mesh in with the signal-to-noise

levels tolerated by the exclusion of variety--contingency and-suppressor

variables, pertinent to,human parameters and the informal organization.

Section II. Formative Revision

The instrumentation should be developed as a by-product of 'the Educational

Cooperative, in such a manner as to be diffusible upon completion of the evaluation.

However the primary purpose of the instrumentation is for the evaluation of.

the Educational cooperative. Learnings from the evaluation may result in formative

modification of design. Anystrategic shift in design or positive reinforcement may

suggest different infoymation requirements which will need to be reflected in

instrumentation.

Matrix Sampling

Single organism evaluationmay give an intensive.look at organizational

management in a regional educatiOnal agency, but conventional instrument

validation may be strained. A viable supplement for this limitation on

instrumentation is matrix sampling. A sample pf Cooperative-type'agencies,

several from each category along the Hughes-Achilles (1971) spectrum of Co-

operatives, could be brought into a reciprocal sharing agreement to refine the

instruments, get comparative information, and advance limited release copies to
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participating institutions in conjunction with consultancy or technical assist-

anCe germane to the decision subsystem and _igAstrume,ntationinvolved.--

2. Organization Taxonomic Unit (OTU)

A taXonomy of system decisions, couple4 with a taxonomy of structure and

process decision subsystems of the Educatio al Cooperative gave specifications

for instrumentation. Neither taxonomy is based upon direct observational data.

obsersiational reporting schema using OTUs would enable a check to be made

on the adequacy of both taxonomies. The data could be coded and analyzed by the

taxa for decision making, compliance, bureaucracy, and systems theory A simple

percentage comparison of the binary data would reflect the relative, adequacy to

manage. the data.

. PERT.

Criterion events are loosely distributed along a time linekin the decision

subsystems of the Educational Cooperative. The network of events needs to be

firmed up to enable a meaningful analysis of system states. The event cofigura-

ton provides instantaneous state compositions, sequences, and paths. A highly

detailed, consensual PERT diagram would provide the basic information for an

analysis of the system states of the Cooperative. The modified-PERT diagram

,would be a clihical projective-type evaluative instrument.

4. Minutes Analysis

The contenta of the minutes of the Boards of local school districts and

Cooperatives are to be coded and analyzed. The taxa or coding categories and a

coding form constitute an instrument for this purpose:

Section III. Analytical Techniques

1. General
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Analytical meth9ds will include frequency and percentage tabulations and

graphic displays on process and structure; graph-theoretic modeling; automata

modeling; tate-spade systems representation; and

The data is to be gathered with instruments

2. Frequency and Percentage

Items of instruments to

process will. be grouped into

Frequencies and percentages

each field test.

Analysis

satisficing decision analysis.

given in the appendices.

gather information about the structure and the

meaningful clusters of actionable significance.

of congruence with design will-be indicated fox

. Graph-theoretic Modeling

Alternative graph-theoretic mo(lels and submodels for hierarchical, multi-

level organizational management are to be

by instruments (Se. appendices). Species

constructed from the data gathered

of organizational management are to

be evidenced in alternative nodal-dominance configurations. Substantive variety,

uncertainties, redUndancies, linkage configurations, reliability are to be

synthesized into construable models of development, degeneracy, evolution, and

institutional maturation,

4. Automata Modeling

Design Machine. The Educational Cooperative design and operational system

may be regarded as a system, SI with inputs, I, internal states, Q, output

`states, Z, next-state mapping functions, S, and output mapping function,

S= < I , Q . z, 6, w >

Composite Machine: The desigA and operational system are separately

composite machines, Sc.

Let Mi = < Ii, Qi, Z

Sc=M1

it wi >
... X Mk = < I, Qc, Z, Se

c

Show that there is an assignment function for each major subsystem and the
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macrosystem,-such that

S = A(Sc) = < I, Q = A(Qc), Z, S= A(6c) = A (wc)

Machine Identification. Identify-the-real I, Q, Z, 4, W of the operational

system and the design.

Minimal Machine. The identified machine for, the designed synthesis and

the cooperative entity is to be separately minimalized, that is, reduced to

the most parsimonious state basis.

Qm CC? Sm = < I, Qm, Z, Wm >

..

Equivalent Machine. The equivalence.,of each cooperative entity, SF, with

design SD, is to be determined.

gi E gj iff w(J, gi) = (0(j, gj)

(wherein J is input)

SF E SD

Isomorphic Machine. cooperative entity, SF; is to bean isomorph of

,design, SD.

< It QD, Z,

SF < QF' Zr

f:

q) WD (i' f(q))

f (OF (i q)) = SD (i, f(q))

ieI,geQ

Incompletely Specified Machines. Partially mapping is productive of dis-

crepancy, incongruence, and technical deficiency. Partial mapping may be

incompletely 6-specified, incompletely W-specified, and incompletely 6W- specified.
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._.___6.-L-_specified: subset IXQ into Q

W-specilied: subset IXA onto

Cooperative entities may.tend toward incompletely specified machines.

Composite Machines. Cooperative entities may tend to convert the design

machine 'into a submachine, Mi, and be a composite, Sc,, of an operational system

and anoC r reference system.

Mi = < Wit Ui, Y

(wherein i -= 1, Ze K)

M x M2 x . x M ow >
c c

Find an assignment function, A, such that

56 = A '(Sc) = < IfQ = A(Qc) , Ze 6 = A(6c) , w.= A(w6)

Each Cooperative may be treated similarly as a composite of local school

machines (systems).,

Each Cooperative may be similarly as a composite of algorithmic process and

structure machines;

The design may be treated asa composite synthesis of local machines hnd a

composite of process and structure machines.

Submachines. The design of 676ision subsystems of the EduCational Cooperative

prsent the designs for submachines Ss of the organizational management system,

A submachine is shown to exist when:S
D

.

Qs Q

Ss. = < Is
s

I z, 661 (13

6s (i, qk) qk)

ws (i, qk) = )

(wherein i C I, qk Q )
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(Ss (if qk) qj

(wherein q. cQs,q EQ),ks
The analysis is to be made for each Cooperative,entity and the design. Each

submachine may be minimalized and analysed with respect to equivalance and iso-

morphism relative to design homologues.

5. State -s119aRE2REInallYiLL

The synthesis problem of system, design is complemented by an identification

problem. A complete identification of field test entities involves a complete

.
statement of the state-variables, outputs, mapping functions, and matrix

coefficients. The adequacy of the performance index of the system, product

,

controllability, and observability are to be summatively determined and inter-
.

preted.

6. Satisfiding

A satisficing problem involves an objective function, a

a feasible domain of allowable decisions, and arbitrary sets.

be sets of criterion variables and acceptability levels:

g: x x_SL V (objective functiOn)

V (tolerance function)
A

tolerance

Letting X and

f
The problem is to

'-
'find a -satisficing solution X C X X, w Cit

g (X, W) <

The satisficing criterion is representedby <. The satisficing problem is

represented as (g, r, Xf, -O..). All system decision information is

A
in repertoires of alternatives observant of satisficing sOlutiong.

to be provided



Summary

The general evaluation design for the Educational Coop,rative includes the

delineation, gathering, and providing Of information for systole decisions.

'Products are process and structure decision subsystems for the organizational

management of an Educational Cooperative as an adaptivejaacro-Syst to facilitate

educational changer Sy

tion, apd recycling. I

four major rategories:

stem decisions include planning, structuring, implefilenta-
\

nformation for these product decisions is delineated into
\ .

incompletedness 'consistency, controllability, and \\

observability. Criterion variables, operational indicators, and acceptabilitY%

levels are defined for each category of decision information. The information

is gathered with especially constructed instruments and analysed for content

,arld, system behavior. Theoretical adequacy, congruence of operations with

design, and effectiveness are given close consideration. The information is

provided with formative and summative emphases respecting the requirements of

different decision makers.
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Appendix A

Needs Assessment in the Educational Cooperative:
An ,valuation Instrument



t.

Assessment of Educational biscrepancies

.1: Objectives of needs, assessment include(d):

53

a. identification of client's behavioral repertoire at the completion

of:
,

b.

C.

d.

(1) preschool

(2) Primary

(3) intermediate

(4) I secondary

identifidation of client's behaviroal repertoire at varying levels
of education among divergent

(1) educational agencies

(2) public agencies

(3) professionals

-(4) community groups

iden,dfication of client's behavioral
of education as evi.denced by

(1) school data

repertoire at varying levels

(2) peceptions of divergent educational,and public agencies,
professionals, and community groups

reporting of results of comparative analysis to local,school boards
for purpose of decision making regarding further Cooperative adtion

e. providing continuing means for assessing olltputs:

(1) expected

(2) existing

. Major assessment activities include(d);

a. identification of sources of output indicators

b. identlification-of output indicators

c. determination of output expectations per indicator per level of
education

d. cla5sification of indicators by taxonomy of educational objectives



s.

e, design of instruments to determine coMmunity eXpectations

f. sampling procedures,for assessing community expectations

g. identification of sou.yes for determining existing outputs

la. design of instruments to determine existing outputs

i. sampling procedures for assessing existing outputs

orientation of data coftectors

collection of data

1. preparation for data analysis

m. comparison of observed and expected data

n. definition of discrepancies

0., reporting findings to:

(1) ._looal_school boards

(2) Cooperative boards

3, Sources 'of

a.

indicators for expectations were

a goal-stipulation scheme was, gener

.(1) characteristics of goals were

tent, and source)

..!
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identified and gathered.

/

stipulated (e.g., nature, con-

(.2) policy guidelines for goal-stipulation
by the Board, and, used

(3) programmatic recommendations were made

b. Local school systems were used as sources.

(1) achievement tests and scores

(2) curriculum guides and materials

(3) istated educational goals and school

(4) school personnel

(5) School clients

c. state department of education

(1) state needs assessment

were written, approved

board policies
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d.

5,

s

(2) studies (e.1., committees, commissions)

(3) budge reports

(4) hearings

(5) program objectives and guidelines

(6) legislation.

Federal

(1) national needs assessment findings

(2 publicaiions .(e.g., Educational Daily, Congressional Record)

f3) - program --objeetiv es- -and, guidelines _

(4) current priorities (e.g., directives, speeches)

(5) congressional committee reports

(6) White. House Commissions

e. Planning District

f. local individuals and groups

g. local publications

h. professional publications

(1) teacher

(2) administrator

(3) accreditation'

(4) fraternal and/or learned societies

(5) journals focusing on region

(6) future projections

(7) trade magazines

(8) school board associations

i. observation and community data

4. Content analysis was used as a basis for inference in order to iden-

tify output expectations from sources.



a. categories of statements were used.

(1) policy (genera' purposes)

(2) educational goals (general targets)

(a) input goals

(b) proCess'goals

(c) output, goals

(3) educational objectives (timed)

(a) program objeCtives

______N_curricuium objectives

(c) instructional objectives

(4) individual and group values

. inferences were made.
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(1) indicators of output expectations were arranged in a hierar-

chical, general-to-specific branching pattern.

(a)' policy

(b) goal.

(c) program objective,

(d) curriculum objective

(e) instructional objective

5. Expectations were classified by level of education.

a. primary

b. intermediate

c. secondary

d. post-secondary

6.; Expectations were classified according to a taxonomy of educational

objective's.

a. cognitive

(1) knowledge
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......
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(2) comprehension

(3) application

(4)_ analysis

(5). synthesis

b. affective

(1) receive

(2) respond

(3) value

(4) organization

(5) characterization n

psychomotor

(1). imitation

(2)_ manipulation

(3) precision

(4) articulation

(5) naturalism

7. Instruments were designed to determine community expectations.

a. Specific output indicators were established.

b. Populations were sub-setted for assessing community expectations.

(1) economic status

(2) specific interests

0T:7:governmental agencies

(4) age groups

(5) immediate clientele

(6), occupatiOn

c. A type of instrumentation was established to solicit expectations

& An item -bank was established to solicit responses.

'7)



Jpstrumental forMat was planned.

f. Instruments were validated.
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8. Sampling procedures for assessing community expectations Were completed.

a. The size(s) of the.sample(s) mes/were,.determined.

b. The most appropriate sampling procedure was determined .(e.g., random,

stratified, or. cluster) .

9. Instruments were designed to determine existing outputs.

16. Populations were subsotted for assessing existing outputs.

11. Sampling procedures were completed for existing outputs.

12. Data con. ectors were oriented.

a. 'instrumentation

time

c. place

d. disposition of data

e. .manager's responsibilities

13. Data collection was completed or planned.

14. Preparations were made for data analysis.

a. Data were verified.

b. Data were coded.

c. Data were organized appropriately far'analysis.

15. Expected outcomes were compared with observed data.

16. Discrepancies were defined.

a. Data-based discrepancies were affiymed.

b. School system comparisons were made.

(1) differences (contrasts)

(2) .similarities

c. Sub-population profiles were constructed.and ilterpreted.

17. Assessment findings were reported to. the Boards.



a. Cooperative Board

b. local school boards

la. Continuous Needs Assessment was provided for via various mechanisms..

a. periodic inventories (e.g.e annual. semi-annual)

b. content analysis of new documents and :reports

c. recording of informal communications

d. monitoting of ongoing programs.

Formulation of Educational Problems

19. Objectives' in problem formulation included:

identification of existing program components and interrelation-

ships_associated_with discrepancies

determination ok environmental characteristics associated with

discrepancies

c. determine deficiencies in existing program efforts

d. translate known deficiencies into- -prObi.O'Vrattments

e. report problems to the Board
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20. Essential major activities were carried out in formulating educational

problems.

a. Characteristics of the target population were identified.

(1) socioeconomic

cognitive

(3) affective

(4) conative

(5) psychomotor

(6) physical

b. Existing and desirable program inputs were identified. \

(2)

(1) program costs

(2) subject content
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(3) media employed,

(4) mediator characteristics

(5) time inputs

21.. Existing environmental conditions were identified.

a. home

b. community

c: school

22. Existing or desirable program procedures were idenillified.

23. Models of'exisi.ing 'or desirable program-procedures wcrre-constrmLed.

a. Major components were identified.'

b. Component relationships were established.

24.' Problem formulation groups were identified.

a. 'Individual characteristics were considered.

b. Fteprdbentation_was_ considered.

25. Problem formula4on'procedures'were established.

Synectic processes were applied.

b. Brainstorming methods were used.

c. Paula tree analysis'techniques were used.

26. Statements of probable cause of discrepancies were established.'

27. Statements of problems were established.

a. Major problems were. stated.

b. Sub-problems were stated,.

(1) Performance weaknesses w
\.
ere defined.

(2) Performance. gaps were define

(3) 'Resource inadequacies were defined.

(4) Procedural inadequacies were defined.

(s) Environmental inadequacies were defined.
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.StatementOtere organized for ordering priorities.

xns tz utnentation

2. Various data gathering techniques were considered.

a. interviews

(1) types of interviews

(a) structural

WI unstructured

(2) item types

(a) fixed alternatives

(b) open-end critical incidence

(c). scale items

(3) strengths and weaknesses

(4) procedures

b. survey questiOnnaires

c. objective tests

(1) 'types of'teSts

(a) intelligence (aptitude)

(b) achievement

(c) 'personality

(2) strengths and weaknesses

(3) procedures

d. objective scales

(1) typez of, scales

(a) attitude soles

(1) summat ve ratings

(2) equal appearing intervals

(3) .force d-- choice

'...



(b) value scales

(c) strengths and weaknesses

MI procedures (e.g. , construction and administration)

e. observation techniques

(1) behavior categories

(2) unobstrusiveness

(3) rating scales

1

(a) categOry,

(b) numerical

CO graphic

(4) strengths and weaknesses

(5) procedures

f. projectiire methods

(1) types of projective methods

(a) association techniques

(b) construction techniques

(c) completion techniques

(d) expressive techniques

(e) role playing

(2) strengths.41nd weaknesses

(3) procedures

semanticAdifferential

(11 basic considerations

...1

(a) identification of concepts

(b).' construction of scales

(c)/ analysis of data

(2) strengths and weaknesses

S

, se, ,,01. +.,'r 'A 40441.
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(3) iprocedures

h. Delph'i,

J.. Educational Charrette

j. Scenario
,

.'30. IteM construction was Aphieved..to conform with

a. .11tert

h.//g'eneral procedures':

4 31. Instruments were validated.

32. nstrume:nts were reliable.'

U

9

O
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Appendix C

Planning in..the EdUpational Cooperative:

An EvaluatiOn Instrument



Priorities

1. A mission statement was/has been approved for setting priorities.

2., Expected outcomes for setting priorities wee/have been determined.

a. Educational, problem statements were/have been colfrposed.

b. Problem dimensions were/have been clearly accentuated for
setting priorities.

c. Comparison information bearing on the various problems was/
has been provided.

d. Analytical techniques and, results have been properly supportive
'of realizing expected outcomes.

e. Decision rules for comparison.

3. A written radonale for setting priorities was/has been approved
by the Board of Control.

C

a. A basis for setting priorities was/has been stated in pur-,
posive-delimitation'of program capability.

b. Direction by the, constituency was/has been affirmed.

c. Responsibilities of a planner-analyst were/have been delineated,
including:

(1) provision of necessary information

(2) analyticarstructure

(3) communication with the Board of Control

4. The requisite conditions for setting goals were/have been ade-
quately analyzed.

a. Limits in goal setting were/have been delineated.

b. Constraints on goal setting were/have been delineated.

c. Input needs essential to goal setting were/have been delineated.

d. Performance capabilities of the Coopetative in goal setting
were/have been delineated.

e. Operational activities for goal setting were/have been
delineated.

5. Written criterion standards were/have been used in goal setting.

,
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Wri..,:ten.decision rules for ordering priorities were/have been

used in goal setting.

Al) Decision rules for ordering priorities.were/have been
formulated on relevant organizational objectives and
the rationale of the Cooperative. /

(2) Decision,rules for ordering priorities were/have been
formulated relevant to the objectives and priorities
of other agencies which have a legitimate,role in estab-

lishing educational goals.

(3) Decision rules for ordering priorities were/have been
formulated relevant to other governmental and community
agencies and groups.

(4) Decision rules were/have been formulated appropriate
to the severity of problems and the consequendes of

dealing or not dealing with them. .

(5) Decision rules were/have been formulated relevant to
the assessed performance.

(6) Decision rules were/have been formulated on the basis
of what the Cooperative is not to deal with.

Jb. irhe clarity of the dodument on setting priorities was judged:

/(1) by the staff.

(2) by the Board.

c. The extent of the involvement of Board members was judged:

(1) by their questions.

(2) by their general interest.

d. The relative ease with which consensus was reached on prior --

d
ities, after study, was noted and analyzed.

-6.; Methodological choices for setting priorities were/have been
-CreioIVed by adequate consideration of derivative benefits and

projected costa.

a. Syllogistic techniques for setting prioxities were/have

been considered.

b. Deductive techniques for setting, priorities were/have been

reasonably considered.

.1

c. ,Inductive techniques for setting priorities ware/have been

reasonably considered.
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d.. An advocacy approach for setiing priorities was/has been con-

sidered.

e. Various other techniques were/have been considered (e.g.,

sensitivity analysis, contingency analysis, afortiori

analysis).

Standards

1. A mission statement for setting minimum standards was/has been

a. formulated.

b. submitted to the Board.

c. approved by the Board'.

2. Expected outcomes for setting standards Were/have been documented

in verifiable performance objectives by dimensions of the problems.

a. A realistic. statement of expected outcomes to attain were/

ha vrA been documented. , i

1,., .

/

b. A realistic statement of expected outcome on Changes were/

have been documented.

3. A.written rationale for setting,miniMum standards was/has. been

approved by the

a. Written performance objectives were/have.been tormulated on:

(1) specific targets.

(2) the relating of targets to problems.

(3) the justification fot targets in terms of Cooperative

capability (e.g.,' past, future).

(4) the communication of intention of the Cooperative (e.g.,

other agencies, public).

(5) establishing boundaries of functions.

(6) establishing boundaries for measuring organizational

achievements.

(7) a basis for evaluating the effectiveness of the organi-

zation.

(8) point of orientation which facilitates the control and

intelligent management of problem solutions.
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4

b. The rationale f setting minimum standards is adequate;

(1) justifies standards.

(2) validates standards.

41.1..,

(3) Communicates intent.

(4) provides incentive /motivates,.

4. Requisite conditions for setting standards were/have been delineated.

a. Limitations .on setting standards were/have been delineated.

b. Constraints on setting standards were/have been delineated.

c. Available 'inputs to setting standards'were/have been delineated.

d. Operational conditions on setting standards were/have been
delineated.

IMMEIMMMIM1=1.
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e. Operational activities forsetting standards were/ha-tie been

dblineated by:

f.

9.

(1.) Cooperative functioris.

(2) Cooperative relations (e.g., other agencies, groups,
individuals).

(3) the implications of operational activities for expected
output of setting standards were/have been analyzed.

Requisite conditions for setting standards were/have been
established in terns of the dimensions of the problem(s).

Requisite inputs essential to setting standards were/have

been (e.g., human, financial, information, and
material) by source (e.g., Cooperative-, agencies, groypsi
and individuals).

h. Requisite conditions for setting, standards with respect to
the performance 'capability of-the Cooperative were/have been
analyzed (e.g,, past, ftture).

(1) Functional limits relevant to performance were/have

been analyzed.

(2) Relational limits relevant to performance were/have

been analyzed.

(3) Constraints relevant to performance were/have been

analyzed.

.....
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(a) Positive-negative directionality was-analyzed.

(b) Relational forces and conditions were analyzed.

. The delineation of standards for setting standards was/has been
achieved.

a. Standards are clear.

b. Standards 'are practical.

c. Efficacy of standards as appropriate measures is affirmed.

d. Moral and resource support was/has been received.
r---

e. Types of standards were/have been considered.

(1) ,achievement

111

Oft1.41119.
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(2) degree.of. change

...

(3) type of change''

(4) rate of change

(5) direction of change

6. Performance objectives for setting minimum standardswere/have
been adequate.

a. Performance objectives for setting minimum standards were/

have d-ban Vali-a-based on:

(1) principles

(2) facts

(3) evidence

b. Performance objectives for setting minimum standards were/
have been relevant to relators (e.g., germane, pertinent,
and applicable).

c. Performarome-obleetives were/have been' feasible. in terms of

achievability judged by internal-exl-ernal conditionality.

d. Performance objectives were/have been cognizant of key
determinants of influence.
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(1) legal
).

r.;

V
'(2) economics

P
1



(3) technical

(4) political

(5isocial

(6) situation

(7) action

e. Performance objectives
cant relators.

(1) validity

(2) relevant

.,(3) feasibility

--- I

were/have been acceptable to signifi-

(4) relative advantage

(5) adaptability

(6)' dfusibility

(7) 'guideline usability

(8) requisites

f., .
Performance objectives for setting minimum standards were/

have been consistent.

(1) External consistency was/has been attained (e.g.,
hierarchical -- policy, managerial, operational;
political overlap, and communication).

(2) Internal consistency was/has been attained (e.g.,
with local school systems, standards with objectives
and functions of the Cooperative, and support for
attainment of objectives).

Requisite conditions were/have been assessed for achieving
realiStic'expected outcome as measured by established stan-

dards.

a. Activities were/hayb been projected to solve problems.

(1) Cooperative activities were/have been established.

2) Activities involving others were/have been estab-

lished.

74



(a) agencies

(b) groups

(c) individual

;

75

Inputs essential to solution were/have been identified.

(1) -Cooperative inputs

(2) lators' inputs

'(a) agencies

.(b) -groups

(c) Pldividuals

c. Operational conditions essential to problem
have been established.

(1) Cooperative conditions

(a) nature.

(b) quality

(2) Relators conditionsii

(a) agencies

(b) groups

3

(c) individuals

solution 'were/

0

d. Expected outp40 which mustresult from activities were/
have been estpished. I

(1) Cooperative's expected, outcomes

(2). Relators' expected outcomes

Alternativei

1. An adequate orientation to the,problem. was/has been achieved.
7

a. The treatment variety was/haS been delineated.

b. Requisite conditions under which the Cooperative must
function fo generate alternatives were/have been delineated.

,
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The specificity of the probleM was/has been internalized.

A preparation period was/has been used:

(1) for asking questions,

(2) for hypothesizing,

(3) for data decisions.

(a) on pertinence,

(b) on accessibility,

(c) on analytical tractability.

, 76
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2. Procedures have'been followed for generating alternatives.

a. The mission statement for generating alternatives was/has

1040a1 prepared.

b. The mission forgenerating alternatives statement,wasihas

been recommended to the Board of Control.

The action of the Board of Control on; the mission statement

was/has been to:

(1) accept,

(2) reject,

(3) modify.

3. ExpeOted outcomes of the generation o

been doc um ented.
.

\\

alternatives were/have \c

a. Alternatives solutions were generated for each problems.

b. Alternative solutions for any given problem addressed the

dimensions of that problem.

c. The implications of actions within alternatives were/have

been considered with respect to the relationship to the

whole.

d. Models were/have been constructed for isolated cases.

. -A-ratipnale for generating alternatives was/has been formulated.

a. Alternatives increased chances of solution,

b. The comparability of alternatives was/has been accentuated.



a

0

(I) Alternatives were/have been sensitive to:

(a) delirrnion of )elements,,

I .

(b) delineation of 'relationships.
,,

i

(2) Alternatives were/have been clearly,formulated.

.
1

uisite conditions foi generating alternatives were/have teen
identified under field conditions..

I
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Standards for the generating of'.-. alternatives were/have been formu-

lated in terms of the effe4tiveriess of the planner'- analyst 11*

accwolishing the 'expected outcome.

. Alterna ves were/have been presented clearly by the planner-

inalydt.
A

Alternative solutions were/have been related to the dimen-
sics of 4....he,problem(s). ,

c. "Appropriate analytical techniques were/have been ably applied.'

Problem-solving perticipants i1/4mre/hamm: been selected in accordance

with 'appropriate written decision,rules:

a. Knowledge and wide expericce with the target population was/

has been callid for by dec.sion rule(s).

b. Direct association with the target population was/has been,

called tor by decision rule(s).

Membership in the target population was/ha's been stipulated,

by decision rule(s).

. Kn6wledgeability with, respect to specific problems was/has

been stipulated by decision rule(s).

.

e. Members of the Cooperative staff were/have been stipulated

by decision rule(s). ..

L p
-

Li Appropriate representation of agencies with legitimate

1,
responsibility reolativel to the problem,was/has been called

for by decision rule(s).
,

(

Appropriate.representation of agenciesiwith vested interest
relative to the problem was/has been called for by decision

rylats).

h. Knowledge skills were/have been tapped bi decision rule(s)

(e.g., verbal sing divergent viewpoints, perceiving situa-

tions and conditions from varyi3g perspectives, conceptual

talent: emotional involvement) .
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i. Capability );Ingfoapproathe problem from a wider perspective

than those i diately involved with the problem was/has been

stipulated cision rule(s) (e.g., outside specialists,

Agencies with h gher level responsibilities, and agencies

I. with encamp ssin goals).

. IndiViduals,andigroup were/have been oriented to the task of

generating alternativ

a. Provision .was/has b en made for a cohesive effort.
.

(1) Misunderstandin and conflict were/have been guarded

against.
1 1 /

e

I

(2) Groundf1 rules wer /have been formulated.

. All available informat on was/has been applted.

1!

c. Each probl m was/has be 'n viewed from'different perspectives

(e.g., personal experien es).

Each problem was/has been\understood in terms of its, own

dimensiora.

Various a tivties were/ha\lve been used to solve the problem

(0.g.,

41111M11.....1M

1';

(l) masage-br-target

(0' visit target

04 interact with target

(c) experience target nvironment

Hk experience target onditions

(e) experience target c,eficiency

(2) massage-by-implication

la) ,witness

(b) ,future well-being of clients

(3) ,mas.sage-by-similarity

(4) massage-bp-Coperative

(a) purpose



al

(b) function

(c) relation

(d)' transformation

9. Appropriate leadership behaviot was/has been established.

. Criticism or judgments of ideas was/has been ruled out.

b. Belittlement was/has been discouraged.

G. Free-wheeling was/has been *ilcomed and encouraged,

d. Quantity of oonribbtion was/has been solicited and encouraged.

or.paebtarrow

.M.111

79

e. Combinations of ideas was/has been encouraged.

f. Operational solutions were/have been solicited and stressed.

10. The synectic process was/has been utilized in problem stating

and solving.

.*

0011111.41160ps
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1

Personal analogy was/has been used in problem formulation

and solution.

b. Direct analogy was/has been used in problem formulation and

solution, ,

. ,

c. Symbolic analogy was/has been used in problem formulation

and
.

1 "
d.. Fantasy analogy was/hasibeen used in ,problem formulation ,

and solution.

. \
Incubation and illuminationwere/havembeen utilized in genra#ing

ideas.

"12. Solution ideas were/110o been recorded \as they were/have been

established. ;t I

l

13. The ,preparation of al ernative solutions was/has been the

asponsibility of the r?. a nor- analyst.

Multiple solutions)to different dimensions of the problem

were/haVe 'been:

(1) refined
.1.

(2) stated with specific reference to each dimensiOnS

(3) combined in various ways

'1
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(40 described in terms of the relationships among solution

elements./

. Alternative solutions were/ilave been prepared with expliCit

delineation of;

(1) elements

(2) relationships;

(3)' strategy

80

14. Each alternative solution was/has been presented in the form of

a model with components relating to.the dimensions of the problem.
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Educational Programming in the Educational.

Cooperative: An Evaluation .Instrvment



Educatio!,a1 Programming

1. The program designer was/has been capable relative to:

a. 'general- understanding of the systems approach
_ . .

b. understanding of_the_Educational_Cooperative concept and proce4s

\

c. knowledge of Cooperative districts

d. knowledge of contro'ks of school activities

(1J statutory laws

(2) regulations

e. knowledge of successful curriculm strategies

f. knoWledge-orkidaY- advocated curriculum strategies

g. leadership

(1) management techniques

(2) personnel administration

(3) change techniques

(4) group dynamics

(5) understanding educational psychology

(6) evaluative techniques

2. Expected difficulties were/have been identified.

a. financial limitations

b. attitudes ofthe people

c. policies and laws of the respective §'eatm

d. physical limitations

e. human resources limitations
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CHOICE OP BEST ALTERNATIVE

3. A cost - benefit analysiS was/has been done by the program-designer

on alternative programs for each actionable need.

1/4

a. A detailed analysis of. the problem was/has been completed and/

or understood.

b. A complete list of alternatives was/has been prepared.

c. Any and all alternatives which fail to attack the probl were/

have been eliminated.

d. A detailed analysis of the minimal acceptable standards t.fo.r

problem solution was/has been completed.

e. Any .and all alternatives which would not provide minimum accep-

table standards were/have been eliminated.

f. A idetailed analysis of all available resources was/has been

completed.

g. All' alternatives which obvioUsly would require more resources

th,n-rrsovailable wire_%h been eliminated.

h. The exact costs of those alternatives remaining on the basis

of the availability of resources were/have been determined.

i. All resourceable alternatives werd/h$V6. been ranked with.

respect to the degree each would exceed the minimum acceptable

standard set for problem solution.

j. An analysis of each alternative was/has been completed in terms

of projected costs and expected outcomes.

k. The alternatives to become the basis for program development

was/has been selected.

PROGRAM DESIGN

4. Prespecified purposes were/have been analyzed and/or refined by the

program designer.,

a. The level_of initial specificity in planning was/has been compre-

hended by the program designer.

b. Detailed program performance objectives were/have been written

to supplement the planning objectives.

c. Basic analytical questions were/have been asked.
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(1) What behavior is expected?

(2) How is performance to be observed?

(3) Have evoking stimuli been identified?

(4) Are resources availahle'to provide stimuli?

(5) Are acceptable performance levels specified?

(6) Are the circumstances given for expected performance?

d. Refinements in objectives were/have.been made with consideration

of:

(1) given problems

chosen alternative solution

(3) _program recipients

(4) learning environment

(5) available resources

5. .A repertoire of planning components was/has, been enerated.

a. A brief review of objective was/has been written.

b. 'A description of the target group was/has been written.

c. A detailed list of exact design tasks was/has been.written.

d. A personnel roster indicating design contributions was/has

been prepared.

e. A calendar of design events was/has been prepared.

f. A budget for program desigr was/has been authorized. .

INPUTS, ACTIVITIES, AND EVENTS

6. The availability, capability, and role expectations of mediators

were/have been considered fOr the public, governing board, admin-

istrators s teachers, others.
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7:- The -availability of resources and requisite -expertise relating to

method were/have been-considered for nateials; content,-Media,

and techniques.

Cansideration

Aspect Availability

Materials

Content

.111.10.00.

Media

Technique

411%

1

Requisite
Fxpertise

8. A knowledgeability of context was/has been evidenced with respect

to:

a. world

b. nation

c. community

d. school
i

e. space

f. time
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9. The expected attainment of learners was/has been specified for each

program.

107

10. Tho roler.expectationf: or loarners'were/have been specified-for each .

prtg.fram (espee i t1J y wi Lb 1 espect to Tnedi a tors ) .

11. A description of program requirements for facilities was/has been

written (source, location, utilization).'
I

12. A.complete and detailed set of specifications for each program was/

has been written.

PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

13. Mediator fulfilled role-expectations with respect to program. .

character.

a., Mediators fulfilled role-expectations with respect to com

pletely new programs./ .

b._ Mediators fulfilled role-expectations with respect to programs

supplementive to unchanged existing programs.

c. Mediators 4:ulfilled role-expectations with respect to Programs

supplementive to changed existing programs.

d. Vediatdes fulfilled role-expectationS with respect .to-replace-

'ment programs.

14. Resources were/have been available for implementation of methods.

a. Specified materials were/have been available (type and quantity).

b.. Specified Media were/have been available (equipment and supplies).-

Specified operational facilities were/have been available.

d. Specified contact-time with learners was/has been available.

C. Specified program content was/has been treated.

f. Specified techniques were/have been used.

15. Power-authority relationships were/have been used to legitimatize

each program.

16. An awareness by learners of opportunities through each Cooperative

program was/has been generated.

17. A desire by learners for benefits of program S was/has been created.
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Antecedent Activities otp

4qt

1. The problem definition was understood before an evaluation

design was developed.

a. The problem statement has been/was written and discussed in

terms of evaluative implications.

b. The programmatic priorities have been/were written and dis-

cussed-in terms of implications for 'evaluation.

.c. The progranmatic standards have been/were listed and their

implications for evaluation discussed. .

1

--dr. Programmatic alternatives have been/were idIntified and
their implications for evaluation analyzed.

1

.

.

1
.

H
2. Solution design was understood before an evaluation design was

developed.
_

a. Program specifica.tion have been/were analyZed singly and

jointly to ascertain implications for evaluation.

)43

b. Programmatic implementation strategies have been/were

analyzed to determine implications for evaluation.

c. Program component's compatibility has been/was analyzed to

determine implications for evaluation.

d. Resource. sufficiency fo r program has-been/was analyzed to
determine implications for .evaluation.

e. The mutual compatibility of the problem definAion and the .

solution design. has been/was analyzed to determine impliJ:a-

tions for evaluation.

3. An evaluation design has been/was synthesized appropriate for

the problem solution design.

a. A comprehensive flow Chart of the evaluative process has

been/was,developed.

b. A delineation of data has been/was accomplished suitable

for determining the deg.J:ee of realization of programmatic

specifications.

c. A procedure for gathering evaluative data has been/was

devised.

A method of organizing evaluative data has been/was devised.

1

_ .._. .

e. scheme of analysis of evaluative data has 'been/was devised.
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f. A report.has been/was planned to communicate evaluative findings

to targeted users.

g. A plan for the circulati6r of evaluative Materials has been/

was devised providing for distribution and collection.

h. The compatibility of the evaluation design with the Solution

design has heen/was analyzed.

Progress

4. An evaluative readiness has been/was realized.

a. 7 reaAiness to conduct information search has been/was

realized.

b.' A readiness to make decisions on discrepancy has been/was_

c. A readiness to make decisions on probable causes of dis-

crepancy has been/was realized.

d. A readineLs to generate alternat

been/was !realized,
1

ve courses of action has

5. The syntal purpose of program 6omponents has been/was analyzed.

'a. The syntal purpose of program components relative to con-

tribution to the realization of objectives has been/was

analyzed (in terms of actual instantaneous existence of

components, 'the degree of realiza ion of objective by

relative payoff from each compone t).

b. The syntal purpose Of program components relative to con-
tributiontoJthe realization of speCifications has been/

was analyzed

6. The synergistic purpose of program component interactions has

been/was analyzed.

a. The synergistic purpose of program compone4, interactions

--relative.to contribution-to the realization of objectives

has been/was-'analyzed.

0
b. The synergistic purpose of program component interactions,

relative to contribution to the realization of.specifica-

tions has been/was analyzed.

7. A dynamic assessment of progress has been/was evident in pro-
vision for subjectivity and an attention, to knowledge which

facilitates decision making.
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-
S. Periodic informatiOn search has.been/was conducted,,in accordance

ni.th prescr. ptive design forgathering data._ 1.

-a. Scheduled on-site interviews'have been/were conducted where-

appropri a te

0.4.11.0
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i

b. Scheduled telephone interviews have been/were made where

appropriate.

c. Scheduled written r ports have been/were made where appro.-

priate.

9. Impromptu information search has been/was co duc ed, in accordance
with presdriptive design for gathering data.

a. ' Impromptu written reactions to critical inc is have been/
were brought into the data gathering functio

b. Imp:omptu telephone interviews have been/were made where

appropriate..

,

C. Impromptu on7site visits hAve been/were made where appro-

priate.

....10.1,-Information search - decision rules have been/Were formulated in

the evaluation_ design and_Applfed'for choosing\to terminatet
recycle, or advance.

a. Scientific . criteria for the appraisal of information- charac-
terized the decision rules (e.g, validity, reliability)..

b. Situational criteria have beei)/were incorporated into the
decision rules (e.g. , intuitive closure, pressing deadline)'.

11. Discrepancies have been/were determined on operational, criterion
indices to judge the degree of realization of specifications and/

or objectives.

a. Quantitative discrepancies have been were made wherever

appropriate.

b. Qualitative discrepancies have been/were appraised in con-
sultation with program designers.

12. Decision rules on discrepancies have been/were formulated in
the evaluation design and applied in choosing to terminate,

recycle, or advance.

a. Scientific criteria hz..140 been/were reflected in the decision

rules.

t.
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b. Situational and/or subjective criteria have 45Wwere allowed

to modify a purely objective decision .(e.g., qualitative-judg-

Ment in conSuitation with program desigaers).'

Cat-e

13. Probable causation has.baen/Was analyzed (e.g., using a faulting

technique) in accordance with the provisions for the identifica-

tion-of cause given: in. the evaluation design.

a. ,Causal elepents'aud relationships with a progr4mmatic,locus .

have been/ware attended to in the analysis.
.

.b. Causal elements and relationships with an environmental lobus

.
have been/were attended to in the 'analysis.'

04.411rt.44.
c. Some "amalytical techniques have been/were applied which

establishes fault and confirms linkages between discrep-

ancies and causes, in accordance with provisions for analysis

in the evaluation design.

14., Decision rules have been/wexe.pospited in the ,,evaluation design

and Pplied in choosing to terminate, recycle, or advabce rela

4,44444444

.

tive to the identification'of causes Of discrepancies.

a. Scientific criteria contribute td the primary' substance of

the rdecision rules,. 4

.

b. 'Extra-4eie 4fic critep.a (e.g., s: ituational an4/or.subjep-

tive) are secondary verniers in the ddci-s-i,on FuleS.

Alternative Generation

15. .Alternative courses of action (adaptive or homeostatic) have

been/were generated consistent with probable causation Of

discrepancy'.

Decision rules have been/were posited in the evaluation design

and applied in choosing to terminate, recycle, or advance.

'relative to the generation of alternative courses of action

pertinent to discrepancy.
-

a. Scientific criteria have been/were primary contributors

'to the decision rule' on generating alternatives.

b. Extra-scientific criteria have been/were admitted as

secondary verniers in the decision rules on generating

alternatives.

I.



Reporting

17. Reports have been/were prepared to synthesize and dissemin-i:e

0
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evaluative judgment-, in- accordance with the evaluation design.

a. ,Reports have a format which gives emphasis to background

.information, discrepancy :statement, probable cause, list

Of alternatives, and recommendations.

b.. Reports are characterized by.comPleteness and utility.

Evaluative Criteria

18. The evaluation reflects adequate valuing of accepted criteria

internal validity, external validity, reliability, objec-

tivity).

b. Arpropriate extra-scientific criteria haVe been/were con-
.

sidered in the evaluation (relevance,.significance, scope,

credtbility, timeliness, pervasiveness).

19. Evaluative recommendations reflect a sensitivity to purposive

1.1.

for evaluation.

a. Scientific criteria are evident in the evaluation (viz,

Ichange strategy.

A
a. Recommendations tend to adjust operations to plan.

b. Elaboration of plan is called for where appropriate, by

questioning objectives, specifications., and standards.

Selection and Modification

20. The choice of alternatives by the deAsion maker has been/

was especially noted and tracked.

Formative Profile

21. Formative evaluation manifests a definite composition.

a. Decision points have been non-programmed real-time)events.

b. Emphasis has been on technical efficiency.

c. The scope of perspective has been infra-structure and micro-

processes.

10111..11MIIMMIPO

d. The locus of activity has been the internal field of action.
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e. The aim has been tactical control.

f. The mode of, operation has been to contain malfunction through

negative feedback.

Summative Profile

22. Summative'evaluatiOn evinced consideration of theoretical adequacy.

a. Program syntality was explicated (e.g., content, techniques,

media, mediator, participant, outcomes).

b. Program synergy wias explicated in relationShips of program

elements, and theisynthetic generation of more than the

separate transforMations by disparate elements will be

included.

c. Dimensions of theoretical adequacy were used to appraise

program syntality\specifications.

d. Dimensions of thec?retical adequacy were used to appraise

program synergy specifications.

e. Dimensions of theoretical adequacy were used to appraise

the problem definition.

23. Summative evaluation manifested a definite composition.'

a. Decision points were progrEmmea, discrete-time events.

h. Emphasis was on theoretical adequacy.

c. The scope of perspective was holistic supra-structure and

macro-processes.

d. The locus of activity was external to,the field of activity.

e. The aim was strategic control. ,

f. The mode of operation was to maximize behavior conducive

to goal-attainment through positive feedback.

24. Summative evaluation,made an inquiry into environmental effects

on the program.

25. Summative evaluation included an inquiry on the relative cyst

effectiveness of comparable p.7ograms.
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Organizing Events.

1. A statement of policy for Board approval encouraging the Creation

and maintenance of a Cooperative Information System was

a.' prepared by the Executive.Director

b. submitted to the Board

c. based on a developed accompanying rationale

d. revised after

,

2. kpolicy level group was formed to exercise exploratory and mana-

gerial functions.

a. Objectives of the policy level group have been stated.

b. Areas of representation were decided.

c. Members were appointed to the policy level group.

d.. Functions of the policy group were' identified.

(1) Exploratory

(a) delineation of information

(b) seeking information

(c) certifying the information

(d) translation into standardS

(1) immediate directional objects

(2) eval ative backdrops

(2) Managerial

(a) organize and manage a design effort

(b) appraise design reports

(1) receive

(2) be conversant with

(3, evaluate
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(c) organize and manage an implementation effort

(d) appraise implementation strategies and reports

(1) receive

(2) be conversant with

(3) evaluate

(e) organize and manage a renewal effort

(f) appraise renewal reports

(1) receive

(2) be conversant with

(3) evaluate

e. membership from, top management

(1) Board Ili.gft7k,

(2). Executive Director

(3) Key Cooperative staff members
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(4) District ,central office staff

3.. A training programas developed and conducted.
I

a. Training needs were analyzed.

M.IMOINS/1./0

(1) conceptual nature

(2) structural and dynamic qualities of "play of action"

(3) areas of operational responsibilities

b. Training'objectives were stated.

c. A training strategy was chosen.

(1) number and length of ,sessions

(2) session leadership

(3) material-member interaction

d. Orientation materials were prepared.

e. Training sessions were conducted.
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f. Training sessions were evaluated.

al conducted by.Copperative staff member

(2) summative

(3) follow-up areas identified

4, Training materials conzisted of;

a. Policy statement. (with, rationale)

b. Policy group's objectives statement

c. InforMation System Conceptual Profile

d. Acquisition Process Profile

e. Policy group role and Acquisition Process Profile

Defining the Problem

5. The information needs of Cooperative decision-making were defined.

a. Cooperative decision-makers were identified.

(1) policy level/Board members

(2) top management level/Executive Director

(3) program management level/Program Coordinator

\ -b. Decisional functions of the Cooperative were identified.

(1) Program decisional function:

(a) Needs assessment

(b) Rank prioritieg

(c) Set standards

so.

(d) Generate alternatives

(e) Select alternatives

(f) Design and implement program

(g) Program evaluation

(2) Program delivery decisional function
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_(,3) Planning and Evaluation

(a) ,Monitor opportunities

(b) Plan Cooperative activities

(.0 Program evaluation

(1) formative

()p' summative/

(d) Long-range/ghns

(1) adequate

(2) realistic

(3) organizational.

(4) Communications

(a) Maintain internal communications

(1) intra-Cooperative
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(2) Cooperative-District

(D) Coordinate dissemination of 'program information to

the public at/large

(c) Assess outputs of participating districts

(5) Administrative Services

(a) Prepare and administer a budget

(b) Develop' and maintain the organizational structure

and ap ropriate administrative procedures

(c) Establish and administer procedures for the employ-
ment/and training of personnel required for the
efficient operation of the Cooperative.

FunctiOns were .attached to decision-makers*

(1) Board!functions (Cooperative objectives)

(a) select Executive Director

(b) establish objectives, policies, and plans

(9) analyze periodic program reports
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(d) establish safeguards'

(1) properties

(2) funds

(e) disseminating .Cooperative I.) formation to member dis-

tricts

(f) selecting Advisory Council members, liaison, and

consultation

(2) Ececutiva Director

(a) collecting and organizing district output information

Cb) recommending programs to Board

(c) conduct program evaluations

(4) assign and supervise personnel

(e) prepare policies and regulations

.(f) prepare and administer budget

(g) recommend personnel. administration

(h) establish and maintain mutually beneficial relation-

ships with appropriate agencies and organizations

(i) monitor. support

(j) manage facilities and equipment

(3) Program Directors

d.. The central decision-making proCess was identified.

(1) problem ide%tification (needs)

(2) rank priorities

(3) set standard

(4) generate alternatives

(5) select alternatives

(6) design program

(7) implement program

(8) evaluate program
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e. The decisional function of the Cooperative was classified.

(1) hierarchical levels X Process stages

(2) Structural components of the Cooperative Information

System:

(a) objectivas and policies

(b) assessment

(c) planning

(d) resource allocation and control

administrative services

(f) program evaluation

133

f., The kinds, of information needed to support decision functions'

(by structural components).-

6. Standards have been/we're elabOrated for the Cooperative Informa-

tion System along the dimensions of;

a. performance

b. cost

c. time

7.- Standard-S for the Infaiiia-tion System have been/were ranked in

priority.

1110

am.
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8.. Standards have been/were articulated to the design group py the

policy group.

a. mutual understandings were eluidated

b. mutually acceptable reporting schedule for the design group

have been/were worked out

Design and Information System

9. 'Design group has been/was respitmsible for producing several docu-
,

ments:

a. system specifications document

(1) system components

(2) data base
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(3) information flow

b. document on operational procedures

10. The members of the design group have:

a. working knowledge and experience with systems analysis in

organizations

b. specific knowledge in the design of information systems in

organizations

c. knowledge of the Cooperative as An organization

d. specific experience in the design of information systemS in

organizations

11. Decisional criteria or expectations of the policy group for design

products have been/were generated.

12. The policy group 4plied decisional expectation criteria to design

products.

Implementing An Information System

13. The Information System has been/was tested.

a._ Technical testing showed:

(1) the system could operate under field conditions

(2) formative alteration took place

b. Human testing revealed:

(1) attitudinal (distrust, reluctance, hostility, acceptance)

(2) capacity (assimilative, performance)

c. Successful)\ilot testing activities' included:

(1) identifying specific applications

(2) preparing ad/or acquiring the necessary material and

equipMent

(3) training personnel

(4) activating system

(5) evaluating and documenting all aspects of system perfor-

mance
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(6) refining specifications

(7) presenting revised specifications to the policy group

14. Full implementation )f the Information Systemin the Cooperative

was decided, upon.

.15. The Information System was installed Cooperative wide.

16. The Information System has been/was evaluated.

Operators evaluated the technical aspects of the system's

structural and dynamic character.

(1) data files

(2) information flows

(3) data manipulating techniques

(4) data collection, processing,,and delivery procedures

b. Users evaluated the worth of the system in terms of:

(1) purpose (in terms of standards)

(2) standards (adequacy).

ft
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Business Management in. an EdUcational CoOperative:

An Evaluation Instrument



Business ManageMent
\,

1. Purchasing guidelines were/have been written into official, policy.

a. Purchase orders were/have been treated in official'7itten

policy.

b. Requisitions were/have been covered by official written\policy.

C. Payment of invoices was/has been covered-by official written

policy. \,

.

,

d. Quantity purchasing was/has been covered by official written

policy.
,

e. Competitive bidding wass/hai-bebn covered by official written

policy.
- ,

f. Issues of supplies was/has been covered by official written

policy.

g. Petty cash funds were/have been covered by Official written

policy.

2. Al]. purchasing actions were/have'been guided by:

a. product approviateness,

b'. appropriate relationship between quantity and cost,

c. product availability when needed,

d. proper price.

3. Financial accounting guidelines were/have been rendered to official

written policy.

a. ;Initial recording of financial data was/has been ensured.

b. ,Accounting for available funds was/has been achieved.

I

c. I
Budgetary procedurs were/have been eStablished..

d.! A sound basis for cost accounting was/has been established.

e. Comparisons of financial information among Cooperative programs

'(and other similar programs in the state) were/have been facili-

tated.

140
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f. The accuracy of Cooperative planning and research activities was/

has been improved.

Reliable reporting to the governing board and public on the con-

ditions and progress of Cooperative efforts was/has been facili-

tated.

. Property management guidelines were/have been written into official

policy (receipt, storage, and disbursement of supplies, equipment,

and property)

1""-------:--,....:___ction

Possession Receipt Storage . tit Disbursement

StIpplies

Equipment ,

Property
.

..

a. Executive Director was/has been delegated responsibility for

property management.

b. Property management procedures were/have been easilY. under

stood by employees.

5. Personnel management guidelines were/have been written into'policy

(e.g., travel, monthly expense, accounts, employee records, bonding).
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PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT

1. Personnel procurement policies were/have-been developed.

a. Personnel recruitment wzs/has been covered by policy..

b. Recruitment procedures were/have been delineated for the imple-

mentation of policy.

(1) accepting applications

(2) search

(3) year-round continuation

(4) careful plann:.ng

c. Perponnel selection was/has been covered by policy.

(1) systematic procedure.

(2) variety of appraised techniques

(a) complete

(b) reliable

(3) job descriptions and specifiCations

(4) comprehensive application forms

(5) checking credentials(

(6) personal interviews

(7) observation of candidate;

(8) permanent personnel folders

d. Procurement procedures were/have been characterized by:

(1) definite purpose

(2) interrelatedness

(3) verification

(a) personal correspondence

(b) telephone cuimunication.

143
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2. Personnel utilization was/has been formally written into policy.
/

144'.

a. Personnel pacement policy was/has been written.

Cooperfative needs were/have been prerimmihent in the place-

ment policy.

(2) As nment for effective service is required.

b. Personnel orientation was/has bees affirmed in written policy.

11) GeOral 'Working conditions are/have been included in the

r. orientation.

12) Grievance procedures are/have been included in the orien-

tkt.ion.

c. Primary responsibilitils were/have been identified for each

posi ion.

3. A compeWsation policy was/has been written.

a. Fai/r pay was/has been made imperative by policy.

) A salary schedule was/has been used by the Cooperative.

/ (b) A maximum pay is given for each position.

/

/
(c) Periodic increments are given for each position.

/

(d) The salary-' schedule compares favorably with schedules

of similar organizations.

(a) A minimum pay isgiven for each position.

(2) Initial pay reflects:

(a) responsibility

(b). experience

(c) training

(d) skills

b. Group insurance was/has been made imperative by written policy.

(1) Health insurance was/has been provided by policy.
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(a) H alth insurance pro ides hospitalization.

(b) Ualth insuri'.nce provide S surgical cov rage
;

(c) H alth insurance provides major medical coverage.

(2) Life insurance ww/has been provided by policy.

(3) Accident and sickness insurance was/has been prov'ped by.

policy. 1.

c. Personnel leave was/has been, allowed by written policy for:

(1) sickness

(2) vacation .

(3) emergen*

4) maternity

(5) military duty

4. A personnel development policy was/has been developed.

a. Personnel growth was/has ben provided in written policy.

b. Personnel evaluation was/has been provided by written policy:

(1) validity

(2) credibility ,

(3) acceptability

(4) 0.1,?.ctiveness

(5) composite ratings

(6) conferences

(7) identificati.:h of strengths

(8) identification of weakness

c. Personnel records were/have been provided by written policy to

cPntain:

(1) educational background data

(2) experience record
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(3) salary history

(4) professional growth history

5. A written policy on the separation of personnel was/has been developed.

a. 'Dismissal action is provided by policy.

I

b. Voluntary ,resignation is provided by poliby.

c. Retirementis provided by policy.

6. Resources for personnel management are provided by policy.

i
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A staff for personnel management is provided by policy.

b. Facilities for personnel management are provided by policy.

. The formulation, of personnel policy requires, the approval of the

Board of Directors.

8. The Executive Director was/has beeninvolved in the formulation of

spersonnel policy.

a. The'Executive Director recommended policy to the Board,

(1) new pol47,

(2). revised policy

b.. The Executive Director defined policy problems for the Eloard.

c. The Executiv&Director suggested alternative policies on elch

problem.

d. The Executive; Director furnished the Board infqrmation on each

policy problem.

e. The Executive Director advised the Board on the appropriateness

of policy alternatives.

f. The Executive Director shared with tho Board the appraisal of

policies.
N

9. Written policies on the administration of policies were/have been

develOped.

a. The nature of policies as guidelines for action was /has Loen

affirmed by policy.

2



(1) The serious impairment of freedom to search for-alternative

goals and means was/has been precluded by policy.

(2) 'The discouragement of initiative was/has been precluded by

policy'.

(3) Provision was/has bebn made by policy for changing policy.

(4) Integration and interrelatedness of policy was/has been

required by policy.

b. Responsibility for the administration of policy was/has been

delegated to the Executive Director'by the board.

,

c. The relationship between the Executive Director and the Board

was/has been clearly demarcated.-

10. Each, policy of-the-Educational
Cooperative was/has been formally

written.

11. Procedures to implement policies were/have been prescribed.

12. Periodical review was/has been.provided for personnel policy manage-

ment.

....
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Definitions and Rationale

1. Distinct advantages of written policy were/have been:
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a. Administratilie and managerial decisions achieved greater con-

sistency.

b. Valuable resources were conserved by resolving variations of

the same question under one policy.

c. An atmosphere conducive to good public relations was created.

d. Conflicts and pressures were managed more adequately.

e. Criticism of managerial and administrative actions were

reduced.

f. Review and evaluation of administrative actions was facilitated.

g. Better communications channels were opened.

h. Variety in interpretations was avoided.

i. Responsibilities were clearly delineated for:

(1) Cooperative Board

(2) Eecutive Director.

(3) Cooperative Staff

2. Stages in policy development have been/were:

a. Recognition of need in a specific arca

b. Authorization of development activity

Devekopment

d. Review

a. Revision

f. Adoption

g. Administration

h. Commutation
14Pie

4/
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. -3. The Cooperative Hoard exercised duties in sues of policy develop-

ment:

4
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a. Recognize need for policy.

b. Authorize policy development.'

c. Review policy.

d. Approve policy.

4. The Executive Director exercised duties in stages of policy develop-

ment:

pallairdloafey.

.111041.11.11.1111
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a. Recognize need for policy.

b. Develop policy.

c. Revise policy.o

'd. Adminiser policy.

5. The Cooperative Staff exercised duties in stages of policy develop-

ment:

a. Recognize need.for policy.

b. Review. policy.

c. Communication of policy

Suggested Policy Development

6. An official organizational name was adopted in policy.

a. confederative designation?

b. unique?

c. brief?

d. identifier?

7. Organizational campbsition as a confederation was stated in

policy.

a. Each participating agency was designated..

b. The type of membership of each participating agency was desig-

nated.

8. Official organizational charts were presented 'in policy relattve

to:

1r
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9.

10.

11.

1451.1.11.1
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a. the institutional role set of the Educational Cooperative

b. the intra-Cooperative communication channels
\

Written policy include4_provision for- .preparing and revising a

statement of philosophy.,

Written policy indicated the objectives 'Of the organization, ___

Written policy affirmed a commitment to the. CoOperative Process:

154

a. .Needs Assessment_ _

b. Problem Definition

c. Ranking Priorities 4

d. Setting Standards

e. Generating Alternatives.

f. Selecting Alternatives

Program Specifications

h. Program Implementation

i. Program EvalUation

g..

12. Written policy proOlded legality to the governing function.of the

Cooperative Board of Control. 04"

a. Control

b. Composition

(1) Superintendents

(2) Represi.ntatives

State Department

Institution of Higher

Others

c. Proxy represvntation

13. Writ to rolicy expressed the voting

on the Cooperative Board.

14. Written policy indicated the duties

Cooperative Board.'

Education

rights inherent in membership

and responsibilities of the
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a. Selecting, the Executive Director

b. Establishing organizational

(1) objectives

(2) Policits

(3) overall plans

c. Evaluating and approving policies and 21ans proposed by the

EXecutive Director

d. Analyzing periodic.progrmm reports

e. Establishing adequate safeguards relative to
10*

(1) properties

(2) funds

IDissamtnating information to member school districts regarding

accomplishments of the CaRperative

Selecting members for an Advisory Council

(1) liaison procedures

(2) consultation procedures

15. Written policy delineated the events

ProceSs

a. Board actions

b. Executive Director's actions

(

crucial o the Cooperative

16. Written policy indicated the responsibility for orgizing and

maintaining an Advisory Council.

17. Written poi, identified the responsibilities of the Executive

Director:

a. Executive Director was designated as chief officer of the

Board.

b. Executive Director recommends appropriate policies for the

Board's consideration.

c. Executive Director implements and executes policies adopted

by the Board

d: Executive Director presents program information to the Board.

''"'.
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e. Executive Director assures workable Cooperative-community rela-

tions.

f. Executive Director participates in community activities.4

g. Executive Director nominates candidates for-staff positions with

care.

h. Executive DirectOr recommends purchases of equipment and supplies.

i. Executive Director presents budget to Board for approval.

a

j. Executive Director administers the budget.

k. Written policy requires congruence with specifications relative

to the responsibilities of the Executive Director:

(1) collect and organize district output information

(2) recommend programs

(3) conduct comprehensive program evaluations

(4) assign and supervise all personriel

(5) prepare policies and regulations

(6) prepare and administer a budget

(7) make recommendations on personnel administration

.(8) establish and maintain mutually beneficial relationships

with appropriate agencies and organizations

(9) monitor the environment for sourcesIpf financial support

(10) administer all facilities and equipment

18. Written policyigoverned the conduct of meetings of the Board.

19. Written policy required a Cooperative Information. System.

20. Written policy required A public relations p7ogram.
. +I

21. Written policy called for a periodic review of policy.
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Content Categories*

01 Extracti;.re (Curriculum) Demand Inpgt

02 Extractive (Instruction) Demand Input

03 Extractive (Personnel) Demand Input

04 Extractive (Business) Demand Input

05 Symbolic (Meetings) Demand Input

06 Symbolic (Publication) Demand'Inpa

07 'Symbolic (Tributes) Demand Input

08 Symbolic (Programs) Demand Input

09 Material Support Input

10 Obedience Support Input

11 Deference Support Input

12 Articulation, Political Conversion

13 Aggregation, Political Conversion

14 Rule Making, Governmental Conversion

15 Rule Application, Governmental Conversion

16 Rule Adjudication, Governmental-Conversion

17 Demand Communication

18 Support Communication

19 Extraction Output

20 Regulation Output

21 Symbol Output

22 Allocation Output

*Adapted from J. D. Scribner, A Functional- Systems Analysis of School

Board Performance (Ann Arbor: University Microfilms, 1966).
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I. Criterion Variables

A. Descriptive Panel

-1. Inclusion: to includo in a given Educational Cooperative
any school districts which can be served with satisfaction.

2. Control: to govern the Educational Cooperative through
a policy board, which delegates administrative respon-
_sibility for the Cooperative to an Executive Director.

3. Fiscal Investment: to move toward greater local invest-
ment in the Educational Cooperative..

4. Cooperative Rationality: to make decisions on programs
on the basis of planning and evaluation.

5. Regionality: to Operate regional educational programs
with optional participation by school districts.

B. Performance Panel .'

1. Cost-effectiveness: making programs available, for the
participating districts, with desired benefits at less
expense.

2. Local Rationality: inf:uencing,participating districts
to analyze educational problems and devise solutions in
an orderly, rational manner.

3. Reallocation: influencing participating districts to
reallocate resources in order to achieve desirable edu-
cational outcomes..

4. Reourcefulness: bringing resources of other organiza.-
tions (particularly state departments of education and
institutions of higher education) to bear upon the
problems of participating districts.

II. Descriptive Panel

rew...1 A. Inclusion
Ameg

1. Contiguity: identify the district boundaries of members
of the Cooperative on an official map of the region, and
note the lack of disjointed members not sharing a border
with another member.

111M0.1.
2. Unitary Intersection: note the mapped intersection of

the, CoOperative area and the adjoint planning and develop-
ment district, and identify and enumerate those Coopera-
tive members in the intersection.

163
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3. Contractual Complement: ident4y and enumerate any Coopera-

tive members not contained in the mapped intersection of

the. Cooperative area and the adjoiht planning and develop-

ment district.

4. Conditions,: identify any conditions of member,nip imposed

by the Cooperative.

5. Radius: (Scaled maps of the Cooperative area shall be

used, with speed zone data. from the state highway agency.)

Determine whether, the Cooperative 'service area is less

than or equal to one-hour driving time.

6. EnrolIMent: the Cooperative's pupil population will be
determined from School district data to determine if that

population is between specified limits.

B. Control

1. Board Superintendens: the-intersection of the sets of
superintendents in the Cooperative area and on the Coopera-

tive's Board of Directors shall be inspected to identify

and enumerate elements of equivalence. 'I

_2. Board Representatives: official acceptance of identified
legitimate interest of members of the Board of Directors

who' are not superintendents in the Cooperative region .--I

shall be identified and cited.
/*

3. Executive Director: the contract of employment, of, the

ExecUtive Director shall be inspected and verified.

4. Output Evaluation: inspect instruments, data summaries,

and reports on output.

5. Program Evaluation: inspect instruments, data summaries,

and reports on programs.

6. Personnel Assignment: read and verify contracts of

Cooperative employees.

7. Budget Preparation: inspect budget prepared by the

Executive Director.

8. Facility Administration:
for facility management.

9. . Equipment Administration:
for equipment management..

determine who has responsibility

determine who has responsibility

10. Program Recommendations: read, classify, and enumerate

specific program recommendations by the Executive Director.

!!"
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11. Policy Generation: read, classify, and enumerate policies

(and regulations) generated by the Executive Director.

12. Policy Approval: read, classify, and enumerate approvals

by the Board of policies generated by the Executive

Director.

13. Interagency Relations: identify, classify, and enumerate

contacts with other agencies, including correspondehce

and documented conferences.

Support Monitor: identify, classify, and enumerate

supporting agencies which have been monitored by the

;Executive Director.

15. Support Query: identify, classify, and enumerate queries

by the Executive Director relative to gaining support for

the Cooperative.

16. Support Porposal: read, classify, and enume

posals of the Executive Director aimed at ge

for the CooperatiVe%

ate any pro-

Ling support

17. Personnel Recommendations: read, classify, and enumerate

any personnel recommendations by the Executive Director.

C. InTtment,

1. Local Contribution Rate: verify contribution rates through

official documentation.
.......

2. Local Revenue: verify receipt 'of local revenue, Ad state

amounts.

3. Outside Revenue: verify, receipt of outside revenue, and

state amounts.

D. Regionality

1. Implementation: identify and enumerate a&gphoo. districts

of the Cooperative in which each program is operated, and

visit each scene.

E. Rationality

1. Needs Assessment: inspect any instruments, data summary,

and report(s) identifying needs. List needs. Administer

needs assessment instrument.

2. Priority Setting: identify list of needs in order of

importance. Administer planning instrument section on

setting priorities.



166

REST
COPY

4114114811-

3. Setting Standards:, cite stand rds for ach program.

Administer planning instrument section on setting stan-

dards.

4. Alternatives Generated: document alternatives considered

in arriving at each program. Administer planning instru-

ment section on generating alteinatives.

5. Selection of Alternatives: document the consideration of

each method selected as the most promising one. Administer-

program instrument on choice.

'Program: study each program, and visit operational scenes.

Administer program instrument on design ,and implementation.

7. Evaluation: audit evaluations of'new programs, noting

whether results of such programs were analyzed. Administer

evaluation instrument.

'4111. 'Performance Panel

A. Cost-Effectiveness

1. Capital Cost: sum expenditures and outlay for buildings

and grounds .incurred by the Cooperative in the operation

-of specific programs.

2. Aaterial Cost: sum expenditures for equipment and Supplies

ncurred by the Cooperative in the operation of specific

programs.

3. Personnel Cost: sum salaries for-personnel paid by the

Cooperative in the operation of specific programs.

Effectiveness: determine program effectiveness.

B. Reallocation

1. Capital Differential: determine the change in the shared

value .of buildings and grounds used in the operation of

programs.

2. Material Differential: determine,, the change in the cost

of equipment and supplies .used in the operation of pro

grams, including prorated shares.

J. Salary Differential: determine the change in the salaries

of personnel required to operate programs.



C. Resourcefulness

0

1. Capital Resource: determine the value of buildings and

grounds ased by the Cooperative which was contributed

by other organizations.

2. Material iiesource:, determine the value of equipment

and supplies contributed by other organizations to the

-Cooperative.

3. Personnel Resource: determine the value. of porsonnel

man°hours contributed by other organizations to the

Cooperative.

4. Financial Resource: determine the revenue contributed

to the Cooperative by other ohanizations.

167
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